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Foreword

In March 1972, the Center for Applied Linguistics, in cooperation
with the Linguistic Society of America, undertook a project funded by
the U.S. Office of Education to determine the present and future needs
for linguists and specialists in the uncommonly taught languages. The
project was designed and jointly guided'by John B. Carroll, Educational
Testing Service, and A. Hood Roberts, CAL. The staff work was carried
out by Mary M. Levy, who also prepared this report.

The LSA Manpower Survey Committee, appointed in late 1971 by LSA
. President Eric P. Hamp, outlined the goals for the project and reviewed
the work as it progressed. The Committee members were: John B. Carroll,
Chairman; Charles Bird, Indiana; Wallace L. Chafe, California-Berkeley;
James R. Frith, Foreign Service Institute; Victoria Fromkin, UCLA; Georgette
Ioup, Washington-Seattle; Michael Krauss, Alaska; Richard Long, Atlanta;
Elaine K. Ristinen, Hokkaido, Japan; John R. Ross, MIT; and A. Hood Roberts,
GAL.

The Center for Applied Linguistics and the Linguistic Society of
America would like to express their appreciation to the LSA members, the
graduate students in linguistics and languages, the linguistics depart-
ments and programs, and the many federal, private and professional
organizations, which so generously provided the information on which this
report is based. It is to be hoped that the project, which was a product
of the close continuing cooperation between the Center and the Linguistic
Society, will serve students, faculty, and others to plan in a more informed
way to meet the needs for linguists and language specialists in the coming
decade.

Eric A. Hamp, President, LSA, 1971 Rudolph C. Troike, Director, CAL
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CHAPTER I

Introduction

This study began in late 1971, when the Manpower Survey Committee of the
Linguistics Society of America (LSA) was formed to look into the current employ-
ment situation in linguistics. The Office of Education funded a proposal soon
after, and staffwork began on May 1, 1972. At a meeting in Chapel Hill that
summer, the Committee set three major goals for the project: first, to investigate
the current state of supply of, and demand for, linguists, second,_to study the
status of women and minority groups in the profeLsion, and third, to look into
potential new areas of employment foz linguists. The results of the first and
third investigations are commingled in Chapters 2 through 5, those of the second
appear in Chapters 6 and 7.

1.1 Definition of Linguist

A linguist is defined here essentially as anyone having linguistics training
or doing work broadly defined as linguistics, including those affiliated primarily
with other disciplines by training or self-identification on the rationale that
they were performing work which could as well be done by a self-identified linguist
the major subject of whose degree was linguistics. Since the criteria are
basically those of the National Register of Scientific and Technical Personnel
(see below), they also promote comparability among data sources. Graduate students
were judged as being in linguistics or not by the same broad criteria, but the
sources used (see below) limited coverage in practice to those in programs
labelled linguistics.

1.2 Data Sources

The principal sources for our current findings were three questionnaires
circulated to working linguists, graduate students and department and program
heads. T.e.se were funded privately by the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL)
and the LSA, and are reproduced in appendix A. Information not covered by
these questionnaires and supplementary data came from various government and
private sources. The principal ones are described below, and the others appear
in the bibliography.

1.2.1 The LSA Membership Survey

The LSA Membership Survey, was sent to a sample consisting of one in four
members on the mailing list in February, 1973. The response rate was 71%--
518 forms altogether were completed, returned and tabulated. Society membership,
being open to anyone interested, includes students and non-linguists as well
as linguists in the work force. A respondent's status as a linguist was determined
by inspecting each questionnaire under the broad definition above (CAL staff
members who had performed this function for the National Register were consulted
in borderline cases). The forms of non-linguists were set aside, and the remaining
questionnaires were tabulated as a group for a few questions (e.g., subject of BA)
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then sorted and tabulated separately for linguists in the work force and students.
Persons who were both students and in the work force were counted in both groups.
(Further details on the work force--numbers and definition appear in Chapter 2.)

It should be emphasized that this survey was a sampling, i.e., that the
absolute numbers which appear in some tables derived from these tabulations do
not represent total numbers for the categories in question. The most significant
figures in these tables are the percentages.

The LSA Membership list was used for the mailing primarily because no other
current list of linguists exists. Since the National Register list was broader
than the LSA list, we compared members and non-members in the 1970 Register, to
determine what differences between that group and the LSA Membership Survey
respondentsmight be correlated with Society memberShip (as opposed to the passage
of three years or chance). The principal difference was age, as illustrated by
Table 2.3 in the next chapter. The median age of LSA members with a PhD was
41, that of non-members 49, and for MA's the medians were 32 and 39 reispectively.
The other major difference between the 1973 and 1970 groups was degree 1,-2vel:
75% in the LSA Membership Survey hold a doctorate, compared with 631 in the
Register, while 23% in the 1973 group as compared with 29% in the Register have
a master's. This phenomenon is not a function of LSA membership, however, since
in the 1970 Regirrter LSA members do not differ significantly from non-members in
this regard.

The two groups also differed slightly in the percentage employed by colleges
and universities (84% in the LSA Membership Su,:vey, 81% in the 1970 Register).
This discrepancyis partly a function of differences in degree level, since the
percentages for PhD's are 92% vs. 91% respectively. Comparison within the Register
group, however, show that non-members are more likely to be employed at non-
academic institutions. Thus the academic linguists may be slightly over
represented in the LSA sample.

The situation differs as to the percentage of women in the work force--26% of
the 1973 group compared with 22% of the 1970 group. The difference between
the number of women PhD's was only two percentage points (20% vs. 18%, attributable
to the passage of time since the number of women PhD's graduating has increased
considerably), but below that level women in the LSA survey were 42% of those
with MA's compared with 29% in the Register. Comparison within the Register
group, however, suggests that if anything,women are under-represented in the LSA
group: among members women were 27% of the MA's in the work force and 18% of
the PhD's but among non-members they were 37% and 21% respectively. (Recall that
80% of the entire Register group belongs to the LSA, however.)

We have attempted to mitigate the limitations of the original mailing list for
the LSA Membership Survey by including: breakdowns by degree level in most
tables and Register data wherever applicable.

1.2.2 Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students

A comprehensive survey of linguistics graduate students was attempted through
sending packets of questionnaires for distribution to the heads of all departments

1 0



and programs listed in University Resources for 1971-721 ag granting an
advanced degree in linguistics or in another subject with a concentratIon in
linguistics. The response was variable. Several programs obtained responses
from almost all their graduate students, while others returned none at all (the
latter included most programs offering only a 74:aduate minor in linguistics).
Responses by institution are shown in Section 2..F.-2 . Some check on the
representation thus provided is given by other source, notably the Survey of
Linguistics Department and Program Heads and enrollment figures from the U.S.
Office of Education2. They indicate that our sample is somewhat imbalanced in
that PhD students are slightly over-represented, and that women are over-represented,
among master's students. No other significant discrepancies were noted (but much
of the information drawn from the graduate student survey is not covered by other
sources). The number of forms tabulate1--774 (almost one-third of estimated
total graduate enrollment in linguistics) and the variety of institutions
represented make up to some extent for the imbalances.

Most tabulations were performed on a breakdown by degree sought--master's or
doctorate. The members of the group abbreviated MA/PhD are seeking an MA in a
program leading to a PhD, or are definitely planning to go on for a doctorate
after the master's. (Determination was made by inspecting each questionnaire.)
For some purposes they were tabulated separately, for others (e.g., time of
entering the job market) they are grouped with the doctoral students, and for
others (e.g., subject of original research) they are grouped with master's
students.

1.2.3 Survey of Linguistics Department and Program Heads

The survey of department and program heads' was circulated to every program
listed in University Resources in the United States. About two-thirds responded,
and we estimate on the basis of our tabulations from University Resources that
the completed forms cover about one-third of the linguistics staff in all
departments and schools combined, and two-thirds of that in linguistics depart-
ments. (The forms did not reach other departments in institutions with linguistics
departments.) As with the other questionnaires circulated by CAL and LSA the
percentages in the resulting tables are more significant than the absolute
numbers.

1.2.4 The National Register of Scientific and Technical Personnel, (Linguistics
Sector)

The linguistics sector of the National Register was administered biennially
between 1964 and 1970 by the Center for Applied Linguistics for the National
Science Foundation (no other questionnaires have been circulated since then).
The Center assembled a mailing list from the Roster of Linguists which it had
previously maintaiued, various society membership lists (including the LSA), and
names which came to its attention informally. The number of registrants

1/ University Resources in the United States and Canada in the Study of Linguistics,
1971-1972, Allene Guss Grognet, ed., Arlington, VA: Center for Applied Linguistics
and the Secretariat of the Linguistic Society of America, 1972.
2/ United States Office of Education. National Center for Educational Statistics.
Enrollment for Advanced Degrees. Fall41966-Fall 1971. Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Govt. Printing Office. Yearly. I 1



ranged from 1351 in 1964 to 1902 in 1970, the response rate being 55-60%
(the latter in 1970). The criteria for inclusion were: "A bachelor's degree
in linguistics with evidence of continued activity in the field, or graduate
training in linguistics; or employment in the field of linguistics; or
professional identification of linguist supported by linguistic specializations;
or the equivalent in professional experience." The only difference between
the criteria used by the Register and by the LSA Membership Survey was that the
latter included a few anthropologists and psychologists who would have been in
those specific sections of the National Register. (The Register had no separate
sections for language specialists, speech specialists, or others in the humanities.)
Many of the tabulations were published in American Science Manpower 1964, 1966,
1968, and 19701. Additional tabulations were performed for the Manpower Survey
by the project director, Dr. John B. Carroll from the 1970 data tape.

1.2.5 Doctorate Records File

The National Academy of Sciences-National Research Council surveys graduating
PhD's in the U.S. as they complete all requirements for the doctorate. The
Manpower Survey obtained tabulations for linguistics doctorates from 1963-1971
plus tables showing the number of linguistics doctorates conferred each year
since 1920, by sex. For the statistics provided, this is an excellent source,
first, because respondents are self-classified, i.e., graduates of English
and foreign language departments who regard themselves as linguists are included
and second, because it covers all self-classified linguistics PhD's. It is not
completely comprehensive, however, because categories are mutually exclusive;
an English language and literature specialist, for example, who is also trained
in linguistics but who identifies with English as a discipline, is not included.

1.2.6 Enrollment for Advanced Degrees and Earned Degrees Conferred

The U.S. Office of Education surveys institutions of higher education annually
and publishes two series used here, Earned Degrees Conferred, in which linguistics
has been listed separately since 1956, and Enrollment for Advanced Degrees, in
which linguistics has been listed separately since 1960. The first lists the
number of students of each sex receiving BA's, MA's and PhD's from each
institution and the second the number enrolled in the first year (or its
equivalent) and beyond. Classifications are made by the registrar's office of
each institution; hence linguists in other departments are often not included.
Within this limitation these sources are comprehensive.

1.2.7 University Resources

The Center for Applied Linguistics, recently in cooperation with the
Linguistic Society of America, has for some years published a guide to linguis-
tics programs in four year colleges and universities. Information is provided
by program heads, via a questionnaire and supplemented by college catalog
information. All institutions in the U.S. with linguistics departments or
interdepartmental programs are included as well as most offering three or more
courses in general linguistics. The Manpower Survey performed tabulations from
the editions of 1963, 1966, 1969-70, and 1971-72, and has drawn some information
from returns (not yet complete) for the 1974-75 edition. Listings for each

1/ National Science Foundation Division of Science Resources Studies. American

Science Manpower. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govt. Printing Office. Biennially.
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institution include the organization of the program, degrees offered, linguistics
department staff by name and rank, and linguists in other departments and schools
by name and rank.

1.2.8 Comments

The questionnaires circulated by CAL and the LSA provided not only statistics
but comments by members of the profession, many of which are reproduced in
various sections of the study. We have no way of knowing how typical the
speakers are, since the comments were strictly voluntary and were not responses
to any standardized set of questions. Moreover, respondents tend to write
complaints but not indications of satisfaction. They are included because they
cover aspects of the employment situation in which statistics are inadequate or
irrelevant and because they give some indication of opinion within the profession.

1.3 Organization of the Study

The study begins with a detailed statistical description of linguists and
linguistics students, Chapter 2, which is broken down into the work force in
general, the academic work force, the non-academic work force, and linguistics
graduate students. It is designed as a description of our sources of information
and as documentation for some of the summary statements and conclusions of
Chapters 3 and 4. Chaptor 3 assesses the current and probable future state of the
job market fix.: linguists. It commences with the past record of institutional
growth in linguistics, then undertakes an estimate of the future numbers of
linguists and the demand for their professional services. The remaining sections
in the chapter cover unemployment and underemployment in linguistics, the
mechanics of matching applicants and jobs, and the responses of individuals to
all of these subjects. Chapter 4 deals with linguists who specialize in uncommonly
taught languages. Chapter 5 relays the reactions and suggestions of individual
resvondents to other aspects of graduate training and the job market. Chapters
6 and 7 cover minority group members and women in linguistics. Information on
the former is limited, unfortunately, because there are so few that samples do
not adequately represent them and none of the comprehensive sources collected
such data. Coverage of the status of women is relatively thorough. Summaries of
findings and canclusions appear at the beginning or end of each chapter.

What the study has accomplished is to demonstrate that there are several
serious problems in linguistics employment and to provide information to permit
intelligent planning and decision-making on the part of different groups and
individuals associated with the profession--department and program heads and
other university authorities, non-academic employers and potential employers,
government officials, graduate advisors, undergraduate advisors, and individual
students and linguists attempting to plan their own careers. It has created
no new jobs however, nor has it discovered vacant positions waiting for linguists.
The findings do not point inexorably to any particular course of action. Unques-
tionably the department heads and other authorities who determine graduate
enrollment, government and foundation officials who allocate funds for research,
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teaching, and graduate study, and employers who determine how many and which
linguists they hire will influence the employment situation. But given the
constraints under which they operate the activities of individual linguists
and their advisors may be at least as important. Although the picture is
bleak, people who need employment badly enough have a way of finding it some-
place. If they continue to look to the traditional sources of employment, the
picture will remain bleak. If they take the initiative aggressively enough
they may work their way into disciplinary interstices and situations where no
one ever heard of a linguist before. Statistics cannot speak to this part of
the future. We hope, however, that they will assist the necessary choices by
all concerned.



CHAPTER II

The Characteristics of Linguists

2.1 IntrOduction

This chapter on the characteristics of linguists focuses on the work force--
linguists currently employed or seeking employment--and on its future members,
linguistics graduate stmdents. We counted as a linguist anyone in the work
force having linguistics training or doing work broadly defined as linguistics
(including interdisciplinary areas), even those affiliated primarily with
other disciplines by training or self-identification. The effect was to
include a number of people affiliated with a language discipline (about a
quarter of our respondents) and a smaller number affiliated with a wide
variety of other fields, including anthropology, psychology, communications,
speech pathology, education, philosophy and area studies. We emphasize,
however, that linguistics, a relatively new academic discipline, has always
been closely associated with other disciplines and that all the respondents
we call linguists are doing linguistics.

With graduate students our focus was naxrower, primarily because the avail-
able information covers only those students in programs formally designated
as linguistics. For.a fuller description of our sources, see Chapter I.

2.2 The Work Force: General Characteristics

The work force consists of linguists emRloyed full or part-time (other than
student teaching and research assistants)i and those unemployed and seeking
employment. There are about 3,000 working linguists.2

2.2.1 Citizenship

According to the LSA Membership Survey, 92.0% of the work force are U. S.
citizens and 8.0% are non-citizens from a wide variety of countries, both
western and non-western. The 1970 NRSTP group is similar, 90.9% being
ctizens, 9.1% non-citizens.

1/ We do not mean to imply that such students are not engaged in bona fide
linguistic work. However, because many institutions treat assistantships as
financial aid or professional training rather than employment, we have omitted
their holders from this category.
2/ This figure is very rough. It was estimated as follows: (1) The 1970
NRSTP, which had a 60% response rate, included 1785 linguists employed or
seeking employment. If non-respondents resemble respondents, the latter would
represent a total work force of 2975 persons in 1970. (2) Among LSA Member-
ship Survey respond' lts, 70.3% (364 of 518) were linguists and in the work
force. Applying this percentage to the total domestic LSA membership of 3137,
one finds 2205 LSA members in the linguistics work force. If they represent
81% of the total--as LSA members do in the NRSTP--there would be 2729 linguists
altogether in the work force in 1973.

15
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2.2.2 Age

The age distribution among linguists at different degree levels is shown
in Tables 2.1 and 2.2.---Almost half are under 40, two-thirds under 45
according to the 1973 survey. NRSTP respondents were older on the average,
a difference correlated primarily with LSA membership, as Table 2.3 illus-
trates. There was no significant change in the age distribution of Register
respondents between 1964 and 1970, but even among LSA members, PhDs in our
1973 sample were slightly younger than those in the Register.

2.2.3 Sex and Marital Status

The sex and marital status of working linguists in the LSA sample is shown
in Table 2.4 and, for comparison, 1970 National Register figures by sex
appear in Table 2.5. Women constitute over one-fourth of the 1973 work
force (as represented by LSA members) and one-fifth of the PhD's. The 1970
percentages are smaller, possibly because of sampling bias, but more likely
because more women are entering the field. The percentage of women among
the employed respcndents to the National Register increased steadily from
17.3% in 2964 to 21,2% in 1970, and the percentage of women enrolled as
linguistics graduate students rose from 39% in 1966 to 48% in 1971. More
detailed information by sex appears in Chapter VII, on the status of women
in linguistics. In overall numbers, married men dominate the field. Almost
half the women are single, while only about one-sixth of the men are

2.2.4 Degree Level

Table 2.6 shows the degree level of linguists in the LSA samplt. A full
three-fourths hold the PhD, and most of the rest have training at the
master's level or beyond. This group is on the whole more highly trained
than the Register group (see Table 2.7), where only about 60% are PhD's and
the number of BA's is relatively greater, although stil; small in absolute
numbers. Since the degree level of LSA members in the Register is like
that of registrants in general (i.e., about 60% are PhD's) the difference is
not a function of LSA membership. Since past registers show an upward trend
in the percentage of PhD's, starting with 54% in 1964, the three-year time
lapse partly explains the difference.

2.2.5 Major Subject of PhD

Linguistics is relatively new as an academic discipline. Most linguistics
departments being quite young, many linguists, particularly the older ones,
have majored in other subjects. (Recall, however, that our definition of
"linguist"--see Chapter I--is broad.)

The major subject of the PhD's in the LSA sample appears in Table 2.8. A
few more than half majored in linguistics, but if those majoring in a combi-
nation of linguistics and another subject (e.g., Romance linguistics) are
included, the figure rises to about 70%1. The difference between these two

1/ Those majors combining two subjects are almost all linguistics and a
specific language, e.g., French linguistics, English lilaguistics, Indo-
European linguistics. Only 4 out of the 45 hid another type of major.
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Table 2.1. Linguists In The Work Force: Age, 1973.

Age

Highest Degree

PhD thD.

Cand. Master's
Hach. or

less
Tota 1

No. % Cum. % No. Cum. %

24 and under 1 2 3 .8

25-29 15 5.5 14 9 1 39 10.8 11.6

30-34 65 24.0 29.5 14 10 2 91 25.1 36.7

35-39 49 18.1 47.6 6 2 3 60 16.6 53.3

40-44 50 18.5 66.1 5 6 61 16.9 70.2

45-49 41 15.1 81.2 2 4 47 13.0 83.2

50-54 20 7.4 88.6 5 25 6.9 90.1

55-59 16 5.9 94.5 3 19 5.3 95.4

60-64 8 2.9 97.4 1 9 2.5 97.9

65-69 6 2.2 99.6 1 7 1.9 99.8

70 and over 1 0.4 100.0 1 .3 100.1

TOTAL 271 1P0.0 41 42 8 362 99.9

Median Age 40 32 38

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
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Table 2.2. Linguists in the Work Force: Age, 1970.

Highest Degree
PhD Master's Bach. or less t Total

A e No. % No. % No. % No. 1 %

24 and under 1 0.1 6 1.2 12 8.8 19 1.1
25-29 58 5.2 132 25.3 52 38.2 242 13.6
30-34 189 16.8 130 24.9 27 19.9 346 19.4
35-39 221 19.7 80 15.3 18 13.2 319 17.9
40-44 169 15.1 72 13.8 12 8.8 253 14.2
45-49 175 15.6 49 9.4 6 4.4 230 12.9
50-54 103 9.2 19 3.6 5 3.7 127 7.1
55-59 96 8.6 19 3.6 3 2.2 118 6.6
60-65 81 7.2 11 2.1 - 92 5.2
66-69 23 2.1 4 0.8 1 0.7 28 1.6
70 and over 7 0.6 - - - - 7 0.4

TOTAL 1123 100.2 522 100.0 136 99.9 1781 100.0

Median Age 42 34 30

Source: NRSTP, 1970, Special committee tabulations.
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Table 2.3. Linguists in the Work Force: Age and LSA Membership, 1970.

A e

PhDs Total
Non-LSA LSA Total Non-LSA

,
LSA Total

No. % No. No. No. % No. No. %

24 and
under - - 1 C-.1 1 0.1 5 1.4 25 1.6 30 1.6
25-29 2 1.0 57 6.1 59 5.2 26 7.3 256 16.6 282 14.9
30-34 10 5.1 180 19.3 190 16.8 43 12.1 323 21.0 366 19.3
35-39 24 12.2 198 21.2 222 19.6 51 14.2 279 18.1 330 17.4
40-44 29 14.8 140 15.0 169 14.9 58 16.2 205 13.2 263 13.9
45-49 39 19.9 138 14.8 177 15.6 55 15.4 181 11.8 236 12.4
50-54 26 13.3 77 8.2 103 9.1 33 9.2 98 6.4 131 6.9
55-59 26 13.3 70 7.4 96 8.4 36 10.1 87 5.7 123 6.5
60-65 24 12.2 58 6.2 82 7.3 32 8.9 66 4.3 98 5.2
66-69 13 6.6 10 1.1 23 2.0 16 4.5 13 0.8 29 1.5
70 and
over 3 1.5 6 0.6 9 0.8 3 0.8 6 0.4 9 0.5

TOTAL 196 99.9 935 100.0 1131 99.8 358 100.1 1539 99.9 1897 100.1

Source: NRSTP, 1970, Special committee tabulations.
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Table 2.4. Linguists in the Work Force: Sex and Marital Status, 1973.

Highest Degree
PhD Bach. or Total

Sex/Marital Status No. % PhD Cand. Master's less No. %

Married Women 29 10.6 9 9 2 49 13.5

Single Women 26 9.5 7 10 2 45 12.4

Women: Subtotal 55 20.2 16 19 4 94 25.8

Married Men 188 68.9 17 18 1 224 61.5

Single Men 29 10.6 8 5 3 45 12.4

No Report 1 .4 - - - 1 .3

Men: Subtotal 218 79.9 25 23 4 270 74.2

TOTAL 273 100.0 41 42 8 364 le0.1

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.



Table 2.5' Linguists in the Work Force: Sex, 1970.

Sex

Highest Degree
,

PhD Master's Bach. or less NR Total
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Women

Men

206 18.4

913 81.6

147 28.7

366 71.4

36 26.7

99 73.3

2

16

391 21.9

1394 78.1

TOTAL 1119 100.0 513 100.1 135 100.0 18 1785 100.0

Source: NFSTP, 1970

2 1
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Table 2.6. Lin uists in the Work Force: Degree Level, 1973.

'Degree Level No. %

PhD 273 75.0

PhD Candidate 41 11.3

Master's 42 11.5

Bachelor's 6 1.6

Less than bachelor's 2 .6

TOTAL 364 100.0

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.

2 2

14



Table 2.7. Linguists in the Work Force: Highest Degree, 1970

Highest Degree No. %

PhD 1119 62.8

MA/NS 513 28.7

BA/BS 133 7.5

Less than BA/BS 2 .1

No report 18 1.0

TOTAL 1785 100.1

Source: NPSTP, 1970.

2 3
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Table 2.8. Linguists: Major Subject of PhD by Year of Receipt, 1973.

Major Subject

Year

pre
1960

1960
1963

1964
1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972

Linguistics 25 9 21 11 9 13 13 14 16
Linguistics/other

subject a 12 3 1 2 5 4 7 3

Foreign language--
commonly taughta 9 2 5 1 - - - 1 1

Foreign language--
uncommonly taughtb 4 - 1 - - - - - 1

English 10 5 4 2 2 4 - 1 -
ESOL 3 - 1 - - - - -
Anthropology - 1 2 2 - 1 1 - 1
Psychology 2 - 1 - - - 1 - -
Other - 2 1 3 1 2 - 1

I

TOTAL I 63 30 42 I 18 14 23 21 23 23

Summary

Major Subject

pre-
1963

1963-
1972 Total

No. % No. % No. %

Linguists 34 36.6 97 59.9 131 51.4
Linguists/other

subject 20 21.5 25 15.4 45 17.6
Foreign language--
commonly taughta 11 11.8 a 4.9 19 7.5

Foreign language--,_
uncommonly taught" 4 4.3 2 1.2 6 2.4

English 15 16.1 13 8.0 28 11.0
ESOL 3 3.2 1 .6 4 1.6
Anthropology 1 1.1 7 4.3 a 3.1
Psychology 2 2.2 2 1.2 4 1.6
Other 3 3.2 7 4.3 10 3.9

TOTAL 93 100.0 162 99.8 255 100.1

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973,

a/ Commonly taught foreign languages are French, German, Spanish, Italian and
Russian. Majors in Romance, Germanic and Slavic languages are also included in
this category.
b/ Uncommonly taught foreign all others.
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groups is the supervising department: almost all linguistics majors (including
those who received degrees before 1960) were in linguistics departments, while
majors in French linguistics, German linguistics, etc. were supervised by
language departments.

Most of the remaining 30% of the sample majored in English or one of the
commonly taught foreign languages. Very few majored in anthropology or
psychology. Of the total of 79 not majoring in linguistics or the linguistics
of a language, 38 reported a linguistics minor, 15 some other minor, and 26
no minor. Thus well over half of this group have had considerable formal
linguistics training.

Since 1963, the proportion of graduating PhD's majoring in linguistics has
increased sharply. Of the LSA members who received their doctorate before 1963,
only 37% majored in linguistics, while 22% majored in a combination of linguistics
and another subject, 16% in a foreign language, and another 16% in English. An
upward trend in the number of linguistics majors began in 1964, reaching 70% of
all graduating linguists in 1972. After dropping off in the late 60's, the
percentage of PhD's with a combination linguistics-other subject major returned
to 22% in 1971=72. The percentages of those majoring in foreign languages and
English had fallen to two and four percent, respectively, by 1971-72.

Table 2.9 from the 1970 NRSTP, agrees substantially with the LSA membership
survey. Thirty-seven percent of the linguists in the NRSTP survey who earned
their PhD before 1950 majorad in linguistics or joint subjects such as Romance
linguistics. Up to 1963, che figure was about 53% (compared with 37% plus
22% for the LSA sample). In the two most recent years reported, 1969 and 1970,
77% were in this category.

As for majors in other subjects: Prior to 1950, 21% of th-2 PLD's majored in
foreign languages; in 1970 the figure was 4%. Twenty-six percent majored in
English prior to 1950; during the 1950's the figure fell to 11% and remained
fairly steadily at that level through 1970. Although the great majority of
respondents in both groups majored in linguistics, English or foreign
languages, the scatter among other fields is impressive.

In sum, trends and statistics for recent years indicate that in the immediate
future we may look to linguistics departments for about 70% of new PhD's in
linguistics and to foreign language and English departments for most of the
rest, where they will major in linguistics as related to a particular language
or language family.

2.2.6 Major Subject of Bachelor's Degree

The major subject of the bachelor's degree of linguistics PhD's graduating
between 1963.and 1971 is shown in Table 2.10. Few majored in linguistics:
less than 10% with no upward trend over the eight-yeai period. This is not
surprising when one considers that until 1968 the number of linguistics BA's
awarded each year was about the same as the number of PhD's and that the BA
in linguistics has never been widely available. (See Table 3.7 and text,
Section 3.1.4). At the bachelor's level the majority of linguistics PhD's
majored in English or foreign languages, primarily the commonly taught

2 5
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Table 2.9. Linguists: Major Subject of Highest Degree, by Year'of Receipt, 1970.

Year of Receipt of Highest Degree
Major Subject Pre-1950 1951-59 1960-63 1964-66 1967 68 69 70 NR Total

Linguistics 71 177 171 271 117 108 132 52 9 1108
PhD 62 140 111 153 65 49 72 36 4 692
Master's 8 33 55 100 47 55 53 15 2 368
Bach. - 3 3 18 4 4 7 1 - 40
Other 1 1 2 - 1 a

Phonetics 1 5 1 1 - 1 - - 1 10
PhD 1 s 1 1 - 1 - - - 9
Master's - - - - - - 1 1
Bach. - - - - - - - - -

Foreign Lang./Lit. 58 60 46 53 18 17 7 6 1 266
PhD 35 39 21 27 8 12 2 2 1 147
Master's 12 17 19 15 6 2 3 3 - 77
Bach. 9 3 6 11 4 3 2 1 - 39
Other 2 1 - - - - - - - 3

English Lang./Lit. 54 51 36 45 16 14 13 6 1 236
PhD 43 28 20 25 10 11 7 6 1 151
Master's 10 16 9 13 5 2 - -*
Bach. 1 7 7 7 1 24

Speech s 5 6 4 - 4 - 25
PhD s 3 s 3 - 4 - - 1 21
Master's - 1 1 / - - - -
Bach. - 1 - - - - - - - .1

Communication - - 1 4 1 2 - 1 - 9
PhD - - 1 3 1 2 - 1 - 8
Master's _ - - 1 - - - - -

Anthropology 1 7 9 12 3 1 2 2 - 37
PhD 1 1 2 2 - - - 1 -
Master 's - - 3 6 3 1 2 1 - 16
Bach. - 6 4 4 - - - - - 14

Psychology 1 2 1 2 2 3 1 - - 12
PhD 1 2 1 - 1 7
Master's - - 2 3

Education 4 15 7 5 3 - 1 2 - 37
PhD 1 8 4 4 3 - - 2 - 22
Master's 1 s 3 1 11
Bach. 2 2 - - - - - - - 4

18

_ ..

26



Table 2.9. Linguists: Major Subject of Highest Degree, by Year of Receipt, 1970.
(Continued)

Major Subject
Year of Receipt of Highest Degree

Pre-1950 1951-59 1960-63 1964-66 1967 68 69 70 NR Totai

Mathematics - 2 3 5 1 1 2 - 14
PhD - - - 2 - - - - 2
Master's - 1 1 - - 1 2 -
Bach. - 1 2 3 1 - - -

1

History - - - 11
PhD 3 1 - - - - - 4
Master's - 2 - - 1 1 - - 4'
Bach. 1 - 2 - - - - -

Philosophy 3 2 2 2 - - - - 91
PhD 2 1 1 - - - - 4
Master's 1 - - 2 - - - - 3
Bach. - 1 1 - - - - - 2

Other 12 30 6 12 5 9 7 6 1 88
PhD 5 11 3 2 3 3 5 5 1 38
MAster's 2 11 / 4 1 4 1 1 25
Bach. 2 8 2 5 1 1 1 - 20
Other 3 - - 1 - 1 - - 5

No Report 10 12 10 3 - - - 1 4 40
PhD 8 7 5 1 - - 22
Master's - 3 4 2 - - - - 9
Bach. 1 2 - - . - - - - 3
Other 1 - 1 - - - - - 6

TOTAL 224 371 301 419 167 161 165 76 18 1902
PhD 167 246 175 223 91 84 86 54 8 1134
Master's 34 89 96 145 63 66 69 20 3 585
Bach. 16 34 27 50 12 10 10 2 - 161
Other 7 2 3 1 I 1 - - 7 22

Source: NRSTP, 1970, Special conmittee tabulations.
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Table 2.10. PhD's Conferred in Linguistics: Field of Baccalaureate by Year of Doctorate

Field of
-Baccalaureate

Fiscal Year of Doctorate Total
1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 63-71

No. %
Foreign lang./lit. 20 16 22 33 34 34 36 42 45 282 (30.9)

English lang./lit. 9 18 16 21 15 25 31 33 48 216 (23.7)

Linguistics 3 11 5 10 11 11 5, 12 10 78 ( 8.5)

Other arts & humanities 4 5 5 7 7 13 5 13 13 72 ( 7.9)

Anthropology 1. 1 2 1 - 3 - 2 4 14 ( 1.5)

Other social sciences - 4 2 3 3 3 5 5 8 33 ( 3.6)

Psychology - - 1 2 1 3 - - 6 13 ( 1.4)

Physical sciences 3 3 13 9 7 7 12 12 16 82 ( 9.0)

Professional fields 3 - 2 6 6 4 2 2 6 31 ( 3.4)

Education 2 2 - 3 3 1 6 3 9 29 ( 3.2)

Other & unspecified fields 4 4 4 5 10 12 13 11 63

TOTAL 45 64 72 99 92 114 114 137 176 913

Source: NAS-NRC, Doctorate I.:cord File.
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languages and classics. The remaining 37% majored in a wide scattering of
other subjects, including mathematics, philosophy, anthropology, psychology,
and religion. Interestingly, few majored in anthropology, a subject with
close historical ties to linguistics.

The LSA survey of graduate students in linguistics showed only a slightly
larger number of linguistics BA's: 14% of those enrolled for a doctorate
and 14% of all students surveyed. The majority earned their bachelor's
degree in foreign languages (40% of PhD students and 38% of all students)
or English (21% and 23% respectively. However, 95% of the graduate students
in this survey were enrolled in linguistics departments as compared with
half to two-thirds of the PhD's reported in Table 2.10. Had the survey
included more students in language departments with majors such as English
or Slavic linguistics, the percentage of linguistics BA's would probably
have been lower.

In sum, now and in the past linguists enter gradUate training with a
minimum of linguistics courses and with considerable training in other fields,
especially languages.

2.2.7 Professional Identification

The response to questions on the academic discipline with which our
respondents identified reveals once again the extent to ,;:hich linguists are
involved in the language disciplines. Of those defined as linguists for
purposes of this study (see Chapter I), only about 60% in the LSA zample
regarded themselves primarily as linguists, and 65% in the 1970 NR5TP
identified with linguistics or an interdisciplinary field such as psycho-
linguistics or computational linguistics. A full one-fourth in each group
regarded themselves primarily as language specialists. In contrast only a
few in either group identified themselves primarily as anthropologists or
psychologists.I There were no substantial differences in professional
identification by degree level. A complete breakdown for.each group surveyed
appears in Tables 2.11 and 2.12.

2.2.8 Areas of Specialization

The great majority of linguists have some language specialization. Of the
364 LSA members in the work force responding to the question: "What are your
principal areas of professional specialization?", over half (55%) listed
foreign language/linguistics. One-fifth listed English linguistics, and
almost 10% TESOL. A substantial number listed psycholinguistics (16%) and
sociolinguistics or dialectology (15%), and over one-fifth reported

2/ Such persons were usually included in the anthropology or psychology
sectors of the National Register, and so would be unlikely to appear in our
1970 group.
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Table 2.11. Linguists in the Work Force: Professional Identification, 1973.

Identification PhD
PhD
Cand. Master's Bach. Total

No. % No. %

Linguist 149 54.6 22 19 5 195 53.6

Linguist & foreign language
specialist 14 5.1 3 2 - 19 5.2

Foreign language specialist 46 16.9 6 4 1 57 15.7

English 16 5.9 1 4 - 21 5.8

ESOL specialist 12 4.4 - 8 - 20 5.5

Anthropologist 12 4.4 - - 1 13 3.6

Psychologist 6 "'2 1 1 - 8 2.2

Combination 7 2.6 2 - - 9 2.5

Other 11 4.0 6 3 1 21 5.8

No Report - - - 1 - 1 .3

TOTAL 273 100.1 41 42 8 364 100.2

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
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specialities combining linguistics with some other field, such as anthro-
pological linguistics, mathematical linguists, computational linguistics,
communication science, neurolinguistics, linguistics and literature,
linguistics and education. The numbers involved in areas of theoretical
linguistics were smaller: 11% in theory of language, 15% in phonology, 11%
syntax. As may be seen in Table 2.13 figures for persons holding the PhD
(273 out of 364 responding) closely parallelled those of the entire group.
Most respondents listed more than one specialization; up to four were
included in these tabulations.

Tables 2.14 and 2.15 provide a detailed breakdown of specialties reported
by respondents to the LSA Membership Survey, including specific foreign
language specializations.

The most popular areas of current linguistic research, according to the
survey of LSA members, are psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics/
dialectology, with 14% of those conducting research working in the former
and 13% in the latter. Over 10% are involved in research in English
linguistics. 8.8% are doing research in phonology, 8.5% in semantics and
6.7% in syntax. 6.7% are doing research in areas of applied linguistics,
such as TESOL, second language teaching, and contrastive analysis. Almost
all the research reported was being done by PhD's and PhD candidates. Table
2.16 shows figures for 17 areas in linguistics and inter-disciplinary studies.
Tables 2.17 and 2.18 give the breakdown in greater detail, including languages.

Research on foreign languages centered in two different areas: commonly
taught languages and American Indian languages. Forty-three projects were
reported on French, Spanish, Italian, German, Russian, and Slavic, Romance
and Germanic linguistics. American Indian languages accounted for another
30 topics. The remaining 84 topics reported were .scattered among 52
difZerent languages and language families, the.only ones under study by more
than three respondents being Indo-Euxopean (7), Chinese (7), Japanese (4),
and Greek (4)

2.2.9 Type of Employer

The employment of linguists is heavily academic. The LSA Membership Survey
indicates that in 1973 over ninety percent of employed linguists holding PhD's
and about 85% of all employed linguists worked at universities and colleges.
Those working at non-academic institutions were scattered through the federal
government, elementary and secondary schools, private business, and various
non-profit organizations. (See Table 2.19). More than half the linguists
employed by non-academic institutions do not hold a PhD, suggesting that
master's level training may be most appropriate to many such positions.
Statistics from the 1970 National Register are in agreement (surface
differences between the two groups are apparently a function of the greater
number of Register respondents not holding a PhD); see Table 2.20.

Register statistics show the trend in non-academic employment to have been
down over time. From 1964 to 1970 the percentage of linguists employed by
educational institutions increased from 68.8% to 74.5%, while the percentage
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Table 2.13. Linguists in the Work Force: Area'. of Specialization (Broad), 1973.

Highest Degree
PhD PhD Total

Area of Specialization No. % Cand Master's Badh. No. %

General linguistics 9 3.3 3 4 - 16 4.4
Hist. & Comp. ling. 34 12.5 4 3 - 41 11.3
Socioling/dialectology 41 15.0 9 3 - 53 14.6
Mis. topics in gen. ling. - 35 12.8 4 - - 39 . 10.7
Theory of language 33 12.1 3 3 - 39 10.7
Syntax 29 10.6 7 3 1 40 11.0
Phonology 43 15.8 5 4 2 54 14.8
Semantics 18 6.6 3 1 1 23 6.3
Other theoretical ling. 5 1.8 2 5 - 12 3.3
Applied ling. (general) 14 5.1 - 3 1 18 5.0
Ling. and education G 2.2 2 1 - 9 2.5
TESOL 26 9.5 3 6 - 35 9.6
Other applied ling. 15 5.5 5 4 - 24 6.6
English linguistics 59 21.6 8 6 - 73 20.1
Foreign lang/ling. 155 56.8 24 15 5 199 54.7
Phonetics 16 5.9 1 1 1 19 5.2
Communication science 4 1.5 - - - 4 1.1
Psycholinguistics 47 17.2 7 8 2 64 17.6
Anthropological ling. 20 7.3 1 - 1 22 6.0
Computational ling. 8 2.9 2 1 1 12 3.3
Mathematical ling. - - - - 1 1 .3
Philosophy of lang. 3 1.1 - - - 3 .8
Ling. and literature 18 6.6 4 2

.

24 6.6
Neurolinguistics 5 1.8 - - - 5 1.4
Other fields 16 5.9 3 4 - 23 6.3
None listed - - - 1 - 1

-

TOTAL number of respondentsa 273 -
41 42 8 364

_

Source: LSA Manpower Survey, 1973.

a/ Up to four specialties per respondent were tabulated
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Table 2.14. Linguists in the Work Force: Areas of Specialization (Narrow), 1973.

Aiea of Specialization

Righest Degree
PhD PhD

MA BA
Total

No. % Cand No. %

General linguistics 9 3 - - 12 3.3
Hist. & comp. ling. 34 4 - - 38 10.4
Sociolinguistics 21 7.7 5 - - 26 7.1
Dialectology 6 2.2 1 - - 7
Languages in contact 2 1 - - 3
Bilingualism 8 2.9 - 2 - 10 2.8
.Lang. planning 2 - - - 2
English dialects 5 3 1 - 9
Language attitudes 1 - - - 1
Language typology 1 - - _ 1
Lang. distrib. class. 2 - - - 2
Writing systems 1 1 - - 2
Pragmatics 1 - - - 1
Descriptive ling. 9 3.3 1 - - 10 2.8
5emlotics 2 - - - 2
Glossogonics 1 - _ 1
Trans/Inter. theory - - - -
Hist. of linguistics 8 2.9 1 - _ 9 2.5
Paraiinguistics 4 - - - 4
Onomastics - - - - -
Lexicography 6 1 - - 7

(Theory of lang. 93 12.1 3 3 - 39 10.7
Syni:ax 29 10.6 7 3 1 40 11.0Phoology 43 15-9 5 4 2 54 . 14.8
Morphology 2 1 - - 3
Semantics 18 6.6 3 1 1 23 6.3
Discourse anal. 3 1 - - 4
Lang. universals - - - - -

Applied ling. (general) 14 5.1 - 3 1 18 5.0
1,ing. and education 6 2 1 - 9

I

Sec. lang. teaching 12 4.4 3 4 - 19 5.2
Contrastive anal. 3 2 - - 5
TESOL 26 9.5 3 6 - 35 9.6
Speech path. & ling. - - - _ -
Bilingual edu. - - - - -
Edu. of handicapped - - - - -
Foreign lang/linguisticsa 155 56.8 24 15 5 199 54.7
Eng. linguistics 20 7.3 2 4 - 26 7.1
Structure of Eng. 30 11.0 6 2 - 38 10.4
Hist. of Eng. 16 5.9 - 1 - 17 4.7
Other Eng. ling. - - - -

Phonetics 16 5.9 1 1 1 19 5.2
Communication science ,,, 4 - - - 4

a/ A breakdown by specific languages and language families appears in Table 2.15.
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Table 2.14 (Continued)

Area of Specialization

Highest Degree
PhD PhD

Cand MA BA
Total

No. % No. %

Psychplinguistics 31 11.4 3 4 2 40 11.0

Tests & measurement - 1 - I

Lang. pathology 3 - - 3

Sec. lang. acquis. 5 1 - - 6

First lang. acquis. 12 4.4 3 3 - 18 5.0

Speech perception 2 - - - 2

Animal communication - -

Anthropol. ling. 20 7.3 1 - 1 22 6.0

Comp. ling. 8 2.9 2 1 1 12 3.3

Math. ling. - 1 - I

Phil. of ling. 3 - - 3

Ling. & lit. 18 6.6 4 2 - 24 6.6

Stat. ling. - - - - -

Neuroling. 5 - 5

Other fields 16 5.9 3 4 - 23 6.3

No report - - 1 - 1

TOTAL number of respondentsa 273 41 . 42 8 364

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.

a/ Up to four specialties per respondent were tabulated.
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Table 2.15. Linguists in the Work Force: Foreign Language Specialization, 1973.

Language

Highest Degree

PhD
PhD
Cand MA/MS BA/BS Total

Indo-European 7 3 1 - 11
Afro-Asiatic 1 - - - 1
Classics 6 2 - -. 8

Greek -4 - 4

French 12 1 1 1 15
Spanish 18 2 4 - 24
Italian 2 1 - 3
German 9 - 1 - 10
Russian 6 1 - 7

Romance 7 - 2 - 9
Rumanian 1 - - 1
Arabic/Rom. - - 1 - 1

Germanic 9 3 - - 12
Scandinavian 1 - - - 1

Danish 1 - - - 1
Dutch 2 - - - 2
Germanic (dead) 2 - 2

Slavic 14 4 2 1 21
Czech/Slovak 4 - - 4
Polish 1 - - - , 1

Serbo-Croatian 1 - - 1 2

Macedonian ,
A. - - - 1

Baltic 2 1 - 3

Celtic 2 - - 2
Armenian 1 - - - 1
Balkan 1 - - - 1

Iranian 1 - _ - 1
Persian 1 . - _ _ 1
Pashto 1 - - - 1

Indic 1 - - - 1

Hindi/Urdu 2 - 2

Marathi - 1 _ - 1

South Asian 3 1
(

- 4

Dravidian 1 1 2

Tamil 1 _ - 1

Mundu 1 - - - 1
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Table 2.15 (Continued - 2)

Language

Highest Degree

PhD
PhD
Cand MA/MS BA/AIS Total

Chinese 8 1 - - 9
Japanese 5 1 I 1 8

Arabic 3 - - 3
Hebrew 1 - - 1
Portuguese 1 - - - 1
Berber 1 - - - I

African 5 1 - 6
Bantu 2 1 - - 3
Swahili 1 1 - - 2
YorUba 1 - - - I
Ibo 1 - - - 1

Sino-Tibetan 1 - - - 1
Tibeto-Burman 2 - - - 2
Burmese 1 - - - I
Southeast Asian 2 1 - - 3
Vietnamese 1 - - - 1
Thai 4 - - - 4
Lao 1 - - - 1

Malayo-Poly 2 - 1 1 4
Oth. Mal-Poly 1 - - - 1

Uralic 4 - - - 4
Oth. Uralic 1 - - - 1
Altaic 1 - - - 1
Turkish 2 - - - 2
Oth. Turkic 1 - - - 1

Amerindian 16 1 1 18
Eskimo-Aleut 1 - - - 1
Athapaskan 3 - - - 3
Algonquian 1 - - - 1
Muskogean 1 - - 1
Sioux 2 - - - 2
Iroquoian - 1 - - 1
Oth. Macro-Siouxian 1 - - - 1
Hokan - - - 1 1
Penutian 2 - - - 2
Oth. NA Ind. 2 1 - - 3
Uto-Aztecan 1 - 1 - 2
Mayan 1 - - - 1
Oth. MA Ind. 2 - 1 - 3
South Amer. Ind. - 1 - - 1

30
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Table 2.15 (Continued - 3)

.

Language

Highest Degree

TotalPhD
PhD
Cand MA/MS BA/BS

11Corean 1 1 - 2
Basque 1 - - - 1
Australian 1 _

1
,Sign languages 1 - - 1
'Other 1 - - - 1

TOTAL number of respondentsa 155 24 15 5 199

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.

a/ Total number of respondents reporting a language specialization. Some reported more
than one.
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Table 2.16. Linguists in the Work Force: Research Subjects (Broad), 1973.

Research Subject

Highest Degree

%No.
PhD

%

PhD
Cand MA/MS BA/BS

Total
No.

Hist. & comp. ling 20 8.3 - - - 20 7.1

Socioling/dialectology 30 12.5 7 - - 37 13.1

Mis. topics in gen. ling. 10 4.2 2 - - 12 4.2

Theory of lang. 15 6.3 1 1 - 17 6.0

Syntax 12 5.0 7 - - 19 6.7

Phonology 22 9.2 2 - 1 25 8.8

Semantics 20 8.3 3 - 1 24 8.5

Other topics in theoret. ling. 3 1.3 1 - 1 5 1.8

Applied linguistics 15 6.3. 2 1 1 19 6.7

English linguistics 28 11.7 2 - - 30 10.6

Foreign lang/linguistics 139 57.9 12 4 2 157 55.5

Phonetics 6 2.5 1 - 1 8 2.8

Communication science 3 1.3 - 3 1.1

Psycholinguistics 36 15.0 2 2 - 40 14.1

Anthropological ling. 5 2.1 1 6 2.1

Computational ling. 6 2.5 3 1 - 10 3.5

Ling & literature 8 3.3 2 1 - 11 3.9

Other fields 15 6.3 1 1 17 6.0

TOTAL number of respondentsa 240 27 11 5 283

.,

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.

a/ Up to three subjects per respondent were tabulated. Most listed one or two.-
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Table 2.17. Linguists in the Work Force: Research Subjects (Narrow), 1973.

Research Subject PhD

Hist. & comp. ling 20

Sociolinguistics 14
Dialectology 3

Languages in contact 3

Bilingualism 3
Lang. planning 1

English dialects 3

Language attitudes 2

Sex roles and lang. 1

Writing systems -
Semiotics 1
Hist, of linguistics 6
Lexicography 3

Linguistic theory 15
Syntax 12
Phonology 22
Morphology 1
Semantics 20
Discourse anal. 1
Lang. uaiversals 1

Applied linguistics 1
Ling. and education 2
Sec. lang. teaching 6
Contrastive anal. 3
TESOL 3

Eng. linguisticZ 1

Structure of Efig. 21
Hist. of Eng. 5
Other Eng. ling. 1
Foreign lang/linguisticsa 139
Phonetics 6
Communication science 3

Highest Degree
PhD
Cand MA/MS BA/BS Total

20

2 - 16
1 - 4
1 - 4

3
- - - 1
3 - - 6

- 2
- - - 1

1 _ 1
- 1
- - 6
1 - 4

1 1

7 1 -
2 - 1
-

3 1
- - -
1 _ 1

-

1

1

1

2 I -
-
- -

12 4 2
1 - 1

A/ A breakdown by specific languages and language families appears in Table 2.18.
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Table 2.17 (Continued)

Research Subject

Highest Degree

PhD
PhD
Cand MA/MS BA/BS Total

Psycho linguistics (general) 9 - 1 - 10
Tests & measurement 1 - - - 1
Lang. pathology 4 - 1 - 5
Sec. lang. acquis. 3 - - - 3
First lang. acquis. 15 2 - - 17
Speech perception 4 - - - 4

Anthropol. ling. 5 - - 1 6
Comp. ling. 6 3 1 - 10
Math. ling. - - - 1 1
Phil. of lang. 1 - - - 1
Ling. & lit. 8 2 1 - 11
Stat. ling. 2 - - - 1
Neuroling. 4 - - - 4
Other fields '9 - 1 - 10

TOTAL number of respondentsb 240 27 11 5 283

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.

b/ Up to three subjects per respondent were tabulated.
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Foreign
Table 2.18. Linguists in the Work Force:

Languages as Research Subject, 1973.

Language

Highest Degree

PhD
PhD
Cand MA/MS BA/BS Total

French 8 1 - - 9Spanish 6 1 1 1 9Italian
2 - - 2German 6 - _ 6Russian 3 1 - 4

Germanic 3 - - 3Romance 4 - 1 - 5Slavic 3 2 - - 5

Indo-European 7
7Greek 4 ^
4

Danish 1
1Norwegian 1
1Dutch 2
2Historical Germanic 3
3

Czech/Slovak 2
2Serbo-Croatian 1
1Baltic 1
1Lithuanian 1
1

Celtic 1 - - _ 1Armenian 1 - - _ 1Romany 1 - _ 1Balkan 1 - - _ 1

Iranian 1
1

Hindi/Urdu 1 2
3Tamil 1 1Mundu 1
1

Arabic 1
1Hebrew 1
1Amharic 1
1Berber 1
1

African 1
1Bantu - 1 1Swahili 1
1Yoruba 2
2Other African 1
1

4 3
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Table 2.18 (Continued - 2)

Language

Highest Degree

TotalPhD
PhD
Cand mA/Ms BA/BS

Chinese 6 1 - - 7
Japanese 4 - - - 4

Sino-Tibetan 1 - - - 1
Burmese 1 - - - 1
Southeast Asian 1 - - - 1
Mon-Khmer 1 - - - 1
Cambodian 1 - - 1
Vietnamese 2 - - 2
Thai 2 - - 2

Malayo-Polynesian 2 - - - 2
Philippine 1 - 1 - 2
Polynesian - - - 1 1
Other Mal-Poly 1 - - - 1

Uralic 1 - - - 1
Finnish 1 - - - 1
Other Uralic 1 - - - 1

Altaic 1 - - - 1
Turkish 2 - - - 2
Dther Turkic 1 - - - 1

Amerindian 4 - - - 4
Eskimo-Aleut 1 - - - 1
Athapaskan 5 - - - 5
Other Na-Dene 1 - - - 1
Algonquian 3 - - - 3
4uskogean 1 - - - 1
Sioux 1 - - - 1
Eroquoian 1 - - - 1
iokan 2 - - - 2
?enutian 3 - - - 3
Dther N.A. Indian 2 1 - - 3
no-Aztecan 2 - - - 2
layan 2 - - - 2
)ther S. A. Indian 1 - - - 1

Corean 1 -
- 1

3asque 1 - - 1
?apuan 1 - - 1
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Table 2.18 (Continued - 3)

Language

Highest Degree

TotalPhD
PhD
Cand MA/MS BA/BS

Creoles-Pidgins 3 - - -
[

3
Sign Languages 1 - - - 1
Other 1 - - - i

TOTAL number of
language research

139 12 4_ 2_ 157topics reporteda

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.

a/ Some respondents were doing work in more than one language.
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Table 2.19. Linguists: Type of Employer, 1973.

Type of Employer
No. of Linguists Employed

Total No. % No. of PhDs %

4-Yr institutions 284 84.0 242 91.0

2-Yr institutions 4 1.2 2 0.8

Academic Subtotal 288 85.2 244 91.8

Fed. govt. 10 3.0 4 1.5

Elem. or sec. school 12 3.6 2 0.8

Private business -9 2.7 4 1.5

Other 19 5.6 12 4.5

Non-Acad. Subtotal 50 14.8 22 8.3

TOTAL 338 100.0 266 100.0

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
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Table 2.20. Linguists: Type of Employer, 1970.

ype of Employer

Highest Degree
PhD

No. % Master's Bach. Oth/NR

r

Total
No .

cad. institutions 1000 90.7 303 69 12 1384 81.3

lem. or sec. schools 8 .7 23 2 - 33 1.9

ed. govt. 16 1.5 25 9 3 53 3.1

th. govt. 3 .3 4 - - 7 .4

on-profit 45 4.1 57 22 3 127 7.5

id/business 18 1.6 27 9 - 54 3.2

alf-employed 5 .5 4 1 - 10 .6

ilitary 1 .1 3 7 - 11 .7

:her 7 .6 14 3 - 24 1.4

)TAL 1103 100.1 460 122 18 1703 100.1

,

mrce: NRSTP, 1970, Special committee tabulations.
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employed in the non-academic sector declined correspondingly. (See Table 2.21).
Although the total number of Registrants increased by about 40% (from 1351 to
1902) the number employed outside of universities and colleges did not increase
at all. (See Section 2.4.1 for details.) The years covered by the Registers
were a period of rapid expansion in university linguistics departments. The
boom ended suddenly in 1970 or 1971, while the number of linguistS continued to
increase rapidly (see Sections 3.1.3 and 3.3.2). Comparison between the 1970
and 1973 figures, however, shows that the non-academic sector has not expanded
to take up the slack but has remained at the 1970 level. We will discuss
different employer types in more detail in Sections 2.3.1 and 2.4.1.

2.2.10 Work Activity

Teaching is the predominant work activity of linguists. Asked to estimate
the percentage of their working time devoted to various activities, 63% of the
working linguists in the LSA Membership Survey listed teaching as their single
most time-consuming work activity. If those indicating teaching as equal with
research or administration are included, that figure rises to 70%. Research
was reported as the primary responsibility of 11%; if sityations where research
is equal to teaching or administration are included, 21%. Secondary work
activities were tabulated only if they occupied twenty percent or more of a
respondent's time. While teaching was either the primary or secondary work
activity of 94% of the work force, research so occupied only 48%; i.e., more
than half of all working linguists spend less than 20% of their working time
on research.

2.2.11 Salary

The median annual salary for full-time employed linguists in 1973 was $13,200
for a 9-10 month year and $14,700 for an 11-12 month year, according to the
LSA Membership Survey. As expected, salaries rose with degree level: for
9-10 months the median salary for PhD's was $14,200; for doctoral candidates
$10,700; and for MA's $11,200. For 11-12 months PhD's earned a median salary
of $15,500 and MA's $11,700. See Tables 2.23 and 2.24. (The median salary for
those not indicating a base time period-17, all but one PhD's-was $15,500.)

Salaries also varied with the number of years since receipt of the PhD, as
Table 2.25 shows. The median salary for responding LSA members who earned
their PhD prior to 1960 was $20,000; between 1960-63, $18,200; 1964-66,
$15,200; 1967-69, $13,200; 1970-71, $12,200; and in 1972, $11,200.

The range in linguists' salaries is not great. Three-quarters of the
respondents to the LSA Membership Survey made between $10,000 and $20,000 a
year. Only fourteen--6.6% of the PhD's or 5.4% of the entire group made
$25,000 or more per year, and only four--fewer than 2%--made $30,000 a year
or more.

1/ For one who reports 75% of his working as spent in teaching and 25% in
research, teaching is the primary work activity. For one who spends 50% of
his working time teaChing and 50% in research, teaching is a primary work
activity, as is research. This latter type is counted in both the 70%
teaching figure and the 21% research figure.
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Table 2.21. Linguists: Type of Employer, 1964-1970.

ape of Employer No.
1964 1966 1968

No.
1970

% No. % No. % %

Educ. institutionsa 930 68.8 889 70.1 1121 72.7 1417 74.5

Fed. govt. 72 5.3 58 4.6 58 3.8 53 2.8

Other govt. 25 1.9 18 1.4 15 1.0 7 .4

Military 1 .1 4 .3 4 .3 11 .6

Non-profit 100 7.4 84 6.6 118 7.7 127 6.7

Ind & Bus 64 4.7 43 3.4 41 2.7 54 2.8

Self-employed 4 .3 4 .3 10 .7 10 .5

Other 10 .7 8 .6 15 1.0 24 1.3

Not employed 126 9.3 146 11.5 110 7.1 187 9.8

No report 19 1.4 15 1.2 49 3.2 12 .6

TOTAL 1351 99.9 1269 100.0 1541 100.2 1902 100.0

..

Source: NRSTP, 1964, 1966, 1968, 1970.
NOTE: 1970 percentages differ from those in Table 2.20 because the latter
includes only employed linguists.

a/ Includes both higher education and elementary and secondary schools.
In 1970, 98% in this category were at colleges and universities.
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Table 2.22. Linguists: Primary and Secondary Work Activity, 1973.

Work Activity

Primary -Secondary

PhD
PhD
Cand Master's Bach Total % PhD

PhD
Cand Master's Bach Total

Teaching 160 29 21 3 213 63.0 84 3 1 - 88 26.0

Research 32 4 2 - 38 11.2 82 11 4 - 97 28.7

Administration 21 - 3 - 24 7.1 12 4 4 - 20 5.9

Tchg & res 27 - 2 2 31 9.2 6 1 - - 7 2.1,

Tchg & admin 3 1 1 - 5 1.5 8 - - - 8 2.4

Res & admin 1 - - - 1 0.3 7 1 - - 8 2.4

Tchg, res & admin 5 - - 1 6 1.8 - - - - -

One of above &
other - - - - - 1 - ._ - 1 0.3

Other 11 4 4 1 20 5.9 10 1 3 14 4.1

TOTAL 260 38 33 7 338 100.0 210 21 12 - 243 71.9

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
NOTE: Primary and secondary defined as first and second most time consuming work activitiez,.
No activity consuming less than 20% of a respondent's working time was included in either
category.

a/ Az percentage of total reporting primary work activity (364 respondents).
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Table 2.23. Annual Salary of Full-Time
Employed Linguists (9-10 mo. yr.), 1973.

Salary
Highest Degree

TotalPhD PhD Cand. Highest Master's

Less than $8,000 - 1 1

8,000-9,999 4 4 4 12

10,000-11,999 30 8 3 41

12,000-13,999 45 3 3 51

14,000-15,999 23 - 23

16,000-17,999 13 - 1 14

18,000-19,999 13 - 13

20,000-21,999 12 1 - 13
1

22,000-23,999 8 - 8

24,000-25,999 6 - - 6

26,000-27,999 2 - 2

28,000-29,999 1 - 1

30,000 2 - - 2

TOTAL 159 17 11 187

Median Salary
1 $14,200 $10,700 $11,200 $13,200

1

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.



Table 2.24. Annual Salary of Full-Time Employed
Linguists (11-12 mo: yr.);'1973.

Salary
Highest Degree

TotalPhD PhD Cand. Master's Bach.

Less than $8,000 2 2

8,000-9,999 3 4

10,000-11,999 7 2 2 11

12,000-13,999 3 1 1 1 6

14,000-15,999 7 7

16,000-17,999 5 1 2 8

18,000-19,999 3 ^1 3

20,000-21,999 2 1 3

22,000-23,999 2 2 4

24,000-25,999 1 1 2

2 2

28,000-29,999 1 1

30,000 and over 2 2

TOTAL 38 5 11 1 55

Median Salary $15,500 $11,700 $14,700

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.

* No Median calculated.
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Table 2.25. Annual Salary of Full-Time Employed
Linguists by Year of Receipt of PhD, 1973.

Salary

Year of Receipt of PhD
Pre-
1950 1950-9 1960-3 1964-6 1967-9 1970 1971 1972 1973

Less than $8,000
1

8,000-9,999 2 2

10,000-11,999 1 1 7 4 8 7

12,000-13,999 1 2 9 20 7 8 3

14,000-15,999 3 7 12 9 4 2

16,000-17,999 1 4 3 5 2 1 1

18,000-19,999 4 5 6 2 1

20,000-21,999 2 7 4 3

22,000-23,999 1 5 2 1

24,000-25,999 4 2

26,000-27,999 2 2 1 .

28,000-29,999 1 1 1

30,000 and over 1 3

TOTAL 15 32 25 34 41 18 19 13 1

Median Salary $20,200 $20,200 $18,200 $15,200 $13,200 $12,200 $12,200 $11,200 *

Source: LSA Survey, 1973.



Salary statistics from the NRSTP, in Table 2.26, though outdated, are of
interest for comparative purposes. The median salaries of linguists increased
from $9,000 in 1964 to $12,500 in 1970. The highest salaries were paid by
private industry ($18,000 median salary in 1970), followed by the federal
government ($15,600 median salary, 1970). Lowest salaries were paid by non-
profit organizations ($10,000 median, 1970).

The types of work most highly remunerated have been management of research
and development ($20,000 median in 1970) and management and administration
in general ($17,900 median in 1970). The median salary in 1970 for researchers
was $12,500 and for teachers $12,000.

2.3 The Academic Work Force

2.3.1 Type of Employing Institution

We classified academic institutions by the highest linguistics degree they
offered: PhD, master's, bachelor's, doctorate or masters in another major
with a concentration on linguistics, other four-year instituti,.us, and two-
year institutions. When classified by the type at which they work, linguists
are concentrated at the extreme ends of this scale, as Table 2.27 shows.
Close to 50% of the linguists employed by academic institutions are at schools
offering the PhD in linguistics and 25% are employed by schools offering
neither a major nor a graduate minor in linguistics.

Statistics derived from University Resourcesl support this finding generally,
as Table 2.28 shows. (Since linguists at schools offering fewer than three
linguistics courses are not listed in these volumes, the "other" group is not
-covered as fully as in the LSA'Membership Survey.) The statistics are
inconclusive as to trends, except that the percentage working in PhD granting
institutions seems to be decreasing.

2.3.2 Training

Eighty-five percent of the academically employed linguists responding to
the LSA Membership Survey held the PhD. Another ten percent were PhD
candidates, leaving only 5% below that level. (See Table 2.29). According
to department and program heads, about 90% of their staff members hold the PhD.

According to the 1970 National Register of Scientific and Technical Personnel, a
lower percentage--72%--of the linguists employed by colleges and universities
hold the PhD and 22% hold the master's degree. (See Table 2.30). A cross-
tabulation of PhD's by graduating institution and type of academic employing
institution appears in Table 2.31.

1/ University Resources in the U. S. and Canada for the study of Linguistics,
1966, 1969-70, 1971-72. (Washington, D. C.: Center. for Applied Linguistics
and the Secretariat of the Linguistic Society of America).
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Table 2.26. Salaries of Full-Time Employed Linguists, 1964-70,

by Highest Degree, Type of Employer, and Work Activity

1964 1966 1968 1970
No. Med Sal No. Med Sal No. Med Sal No. Med Sal

TOTAL 1,351 $ 9,000 1,269 $10,000 1,541 $11,500 1,902 $12,500

Highest Degree
PhD 729 10,000 750 11,000 955 12,200 1,134 13,500
Professional medical 2 - - - 2 - 3. -
Master's 407 7,100 348 8,200 413 9,000 585 10,300
Bachelor's 162 6,300 137 6,800 134 9,000 161 10,200
Less than bachelor's 1 - 1 - 1 - 2 -
No Report 50 9,500 33 10,000 36 - 19 -

Type of Employer
Educational Acad Yr - - - 10,000 - 11,200 - 12,500
Institutions Cal Yr 930 9,000 889 10,500 1,121 12,000 1,417 13,000

Federal government 72 10,700 58 12,000 58 13,500 53 15,600
Other government 25 - 18 - 15 - 7 -
Military 1 - 4 - 4 - 11 -
Nonprofit organization 100 5,000 84 6,000 118 7,800 127 10,000
Industry and business 64 12,000 43 13,800 41 16,000 54 18,000
Self-employed 4 - 4 - 10 - 10 -
Other 10 - 8 - 15 - 24 -
Not employed 126 - 146 - 110 - 187 -
No report 9 - 15 - 49 - 12 -

Work Activity
Research and development 214 9,600 233 10,400 246 11,500 282 12,500
Basic research (132) 10,000 (152) (10,600) (160) (12,000) (202) (12,900)
Applied research (77) 8,400 (80) (10,000) (86) (10,800) (79) (12,500)

Management or admin 171 11,200 130 12,900 164 16,000 215 17,900
Management or admin of

researCh & devel (64) 12,000 (45) (15,500) (A) (17,500) (58) (20,000)
Teaching Acad Yr - - - 9,600 - 11,000 - -

Cal Yr 695 8,500 628 9,700 812 11,000 1,013 12,000
Production & inspection 4 - - - - 1 -
Consulting - - - - 18 - 22 -
Exploration, forecasting,

reporting . - 7 - 62 9,600 58 12,500
Other 81 8,000 72 8,000 20 - 62 12,000
Not employed 126 - 146 - 110 - 187 -
ESLESPert 60 9,000 60 10,000 109 13,000 62 15,000

Salary Distribution
Lower decile $5,800 $ 6,500 $ 8,000 -
Lower quartile 7,200 8,200 9,500 -
Median 9,000 10,000 11,500 $12,500
Upper quartile 11,800 13,000 15,000 -
Upper decile 15,000 16,500 19,000 -

Source: NRSTP, 1964, 1966, 1968, 1970.
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Table 2.27. Linguists: Type of Academic Employer
(by Highest Linguistics Degree Offered), 1973.

Type of Academic Employer
_CbY highest linguistics degree offered

No. of Linguists
%

Employed
No. of PhD'sTotal No.a

PhD: 14 most preStigious depts.b 64 22.5 58 24.1

PhD: Other depts. 75 26.3 65 27.0

PhD in linguistics: Subtotal 139 48.8 123 51.1

Master's in linguistics 34 11.9 32 13.3

Bach's in linguistics 10 3.5 8 3.3

PhD or Master's in another major with
concentration in linguistics 19 6.7 17 7.1

Other four year institutions 79 27.7 59 24.5

Two-year institutions 4 1.4 2 0.8

TOTAL 1/85 100.0 241 100.1

Source: LSA Membershdp

2/ Includes linguists
t/ According to Reese
Education, Washington,

Survey, 1973.

At aIl degrre levels emlployed by institutions.
wad Andersen, A Rating of Graduate Programs, American Council on
D. .C..1 1970. See Ch<vter I.
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Table 2.28. Linguists: Type of Academic Employer
(by Highest Linguistics Degree Offered), 1966-1972.

Type of Acad. Employer
(oy highest lings. degree offered)

1966 1969-70 1971-72
No. % No. % No. %

PhD in linguistics 556 54.1 882 49.6 1099 49.3

Master's in linguistics 162 15.8 183 10.3 333 15.0

Bachelor's in linguistics 12 1.2 101 5.7 158 7.1

Other 297 28.9 612 34.4 638 28.6

TOTAL 1027 100.0 1778 100.0 2228 100.0

Source: University Resources, 1966, 1969-70, 1971-72.
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Table 2.29. Academically Employed Linguists: Degree Level, 1973.

Degree Level
,

No. of Linguists %

PhD 244 84.7

PhD Candidate-: 28 9.7
_.

Master's 13 4.5
_ .

Bach. 3 1.0
,

TOTAL 288 99.9.

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.



Table 2.30. Academically Employed Linguists:
Highest Degree, 1970.

Highest Degree Number %

PhD 1,000 72.3

Master's 303 21.9

Bachelor's 69 5.0

Other or no report 12 0.9

TOTAL 1,384 100.1

Source: NPSTP, 1970, Special committee tabulations.
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Table 2.31. Academically Employed Linguists: Institution of Employment
by Institution of Doctorate; 1970.

Institution Granting PhD

Emp/oying Acad. Inst.

S

Other PhD
14 Most Presa granting

Total PhD
granting All Others Total

Michigan 31 29 60 41 101Harvard .30 17 47 26 73 9Texas 14 13 27 36 63 9Columbia 10 7 17 32 49 2Georgetown 2 3 5 22 27 6Yale 20 11 31 15 46 10Pennsylvania 8 12 20 27 47 4Berkeley 18 8 26 14 40 5 ;Cornell 11 5 16 12 28 6 4UCLA 12 4 16 8 24 6Chicago 9 9 18 12 30 3Wisconsin 12 12 24 20 44 3Indiana 6 17 23 23 46 1Illinois 10 9 19 19 38 2SUNY - Buffalo 8 3 11 13 24 -PiiiiCeton 3 6 9 10 19 1Washington -- 5 5 7 12 1New York University -- 3 3 13 16 2Stanford 1 9 1C 7 17 -Iowa 1 1 2 15 17 1North Carolina 2 4 6 8 14 1Minnesota 1 4 5 8 13 2Ohio St;:te 1 -- 1 7 8 -MIT e 4 12 3 15 2Hartford Seminary 1 1 2 2 4Hawaii -- -- -- -- -- -Johns Hopkins -- 4 4 8 12 -Michigan State -- 4 4 1 5 3Virginia 2 -- 2 5 7 -Northwestern -- -- -- 4 4 -Rochester -- 1 1 2 3 1Louisiana State -- 1 1
.. '0 9

Columbia Tchrs Col 1 1 2 4 6 -Brown -- 1 1 2 3 -
Canadian universities 1 1 2 3 5 2
Universities in England -- 2 2 4 6 -Cther 28 13 41 73 1/4

TOTAL PHDs EMPLOYED 251 224 4i-6 523 989 ,

Source: NRSTP, 1970, Special committee tabulations.

a/ See chapter I.
L/ i.e. the number of its own PhD giaduates curre.itly employed by each institution.
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2.3.3 Work Activity

As with the work force in general, teaching is by far the most important
work activity of linguists working at colleges and universities: our 1973
survey showed that it was the sole primary work activdty of 65% of linguists
academically employed and one of the primary work activities of over three-
quarters. Only about one-fourth of the sample had research as a primary
work activity and for About half of those, teadhing or administration was
equally time-consuming. The number engaged in any other work activities
was small. See Table 2.32 for details.

So few of the academically employed LSA members were not PhD's that that
survey permits no conclusions as to the relationship of work activity and
degree level. The 1970 National Register indicates that the higher one's
degree level, the more likely one is to be teaching and the less likely one
is to be doing research as a primary work activity. 72.6% of all academically
employed linguists holding the PhD listed teaching as their primary work;
11.9% listed research and 10.1% listed management or administration as their
primary work. 68.8% of those holding the master's listed teaching as their
primary work, 15.9% listed research, and 5.6% administration. In contrast,
of those at the bachelor's level only 40.6% reported teaching, while 30.5%
worked primarily in research. See Table 2.33 for details.

2.3.4 Department and Type of Courses Taught

For the most part linguists hold their appointments outside departments of
linguistics. According to the LSA Membership Survey only one fourth (26.9%)
of all academically employed linguists are in linguistics departments. English
departments employ almost as many (21.7%), as do foreign language departments
(22.7%). The only other department employing a substantial number is anthro-
pology with 8.4%. Another 8.4% hold joint appointments. See Table 2.34.
The degree level of the linguists employed is not an important variable here.

University Resources shows only the split between linguistics and other
departments. The figures as to the percentage of linguists actually employed
in linguistics departments are consistent with the findings of the LSA
Membership Survey and indicate a possible downward trend over time. See
Table 2.35.

The subjects taught by our respondents illustrate the.deep professional
involvement of linguists in other fields, especially languages. 54% taught
at least one course in language or literature, and another 15% taught other
subjects.2 Almost all did teach at least one linguistics course, including
interdisciplinary courses such as psycholinguistics and anthropological
linguistics. As Table 2.36 shows, of 268 respondents reporting the subjects

1/ i.e., It is either the most time-consuming or is equal to another activity
in time consumed.

2/ The questionnaire asked respondents to classify their courses as linguistics,
language/literature.of a specific language, namely ; other (specify)

. .Some respondents specified courses in the last two categories as
being on the history or structure of a particular language, language and culture
psycholinguistics, etc. Such courses were tabulated as linguistics, not other
subjects.
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Table 2.32. Academically Employed Linguists:
Primary and Secondary Work'Activity, 1973.

Primary
PhD PhD Cand. Master's

Bach.
or less TotalWork Activity .

Teaching 155 (63.8%) 22 10 - 187 (64.9%)

Research 30 (12.4 ) 3
-....

1 - 34 (11.8 )

Administration 15 ( 6.2 )
,

\ - - 15 ( 5.2 )

Teach/research 26 (10.7 ) 1 2 29 (10.1 )

Teach/admin. 3 ( 1.2 ) 1 - - 4 ( 1.4 )

Teach/res/admin. 5 ( 2.1 ) -. - 1 6 ( 2.1 )

Other 3 ( 1.2 ) 2. 2 - 7 ( 2.4 )

No report 6 ( 2.5 ) - 6 ( 2.1 )

TOTAL 243 28 14 3 288

Secondary
Work Activity

Teaching 31
.

3 - 34

Research 80 11 2 - 93

Administration 11 2 2 15

Teach/research 5 - - - 5

Teach/admin 8 - - 8

Research/admin 6 1 - - 7

Other 9 1 2 - 12

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
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44,

Table 2.33. Academically Employed Linguists: PrIMary Work Activity, 1970. .

Primary Work Activity
Bach. Master's PhD Other Total
No. h No. % No. % No. % No. %

Teaching 28 (40.6) 1S3 (68.8) 722(72.6) 5 953 (69.9)
Full Time ----Wi 157 707 4 888
Part Time 8 41 15 1 65

Writing 3 13 (1.3) - 17 (1.3)
Full Time - 2 13 - 15

Part Time 1 -1 - - 2

Consulting - - 2. - 2 (0.2)
Full Time
Part Time - - 1 - 1

i

Basic Research 18 (26.1) 39 (13.5) 94 (9.5) 5 156 (11.5)
Full Time 4 8 90 3 105
Part Time 14 31 4 2 51

,

Applied Research 3 (4.4) 7 (2.4) 24 (2.4) - 34 (2.5)
Full Time 1 4 22 - 27
Part Time 2 3 2 - 7 1

-I

Equip. Research - 2 1 - 3 (0.2)
Full Time

__......-

- 1 1 2

Part Time - 1 - - 1

Production - - - 1

Full Time - 1 - - 1

Part Time - - - - -

Iltmt, Res & Dev. 2 (2.9) 1 19 (1.9) 23 (1.7)
.Full Time - 20

-__...-.f
1.7

Part Time - - 2 1 3

Mglat, Other 5 (7.3) 16 (1,9 8118.2) 1 103 (7.6) ,

Full Time 4 16 80 1 101 4

Part Time 1 - 1 - 2

Other 12 12 18
Full Time 4 3 4 - 11

Part Time 8 9 - - 17

No report - 9 34 - 43
Full Time - 9 33 - 42
Part Time - - 1 - 1

TOTS', 69 288 994 12 1363
Full Time 35 202 968 8 1213
Part Time 34 86 26 4 150

Source: NRSTP, 1970. 63
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Table 2.34. Linguists: Academic Department of Employment, 1973.

Department
No. of Linguists

Employed PprcPntarr.''

Linguistics 77 26.9%

Commonly taught
foreign languages 55 19.2

Uncommonly taught .

foreign languages 10 3.5

English 62 21.7

TESOL 5 1.8

Anthropology 24 8.4

Psychology 3 1.1

Joint appointment 24 8.4

Other 25 8.7

No report 1 0.4

TOTAL 286 100.17

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973,
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Table 2.35. Academically Employed Linguists:
Employment in Linguistics Departments, 1966-1972.

Type of Academic
Department

1966 1969-70 1971-72
No. % No. % No. %

Depts. of Linguistics 331 (30.4) 475 (26.7) 574 (25.8)
Full Time 309 411 540
Part Time 22 64 34

Other Depts. or Schools 758 (69.6) 1303 (73.3) 1654 (74.2)

TOTAL 1089 1778 2228

Source: University Resources, 1966, 1969-70, 1971-72.
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Table 2.36. Academically Employed Linguists: Courses Taught, 1973.

T pe of Academic Em lo er

Courses Taueht
PhD-14 most
prestig.

PhD-
Other Masters Bach

Other
grad

None
4-yr

2-yr
inst Total

Lings, grad level 50 53 24 4 11 32 - 174 (64.9)

Lings, undergraduate 28 35 19 9 16 56 - 163 (60.8)

Foreign language-
commonly taught 13 12 3 3 4 16 2 53 (19.8)

Foreign language-
uncommonly taught 18 12 1 1 2 3 - 37 (13.8)

English - 5 6 - 6 24 1 42 (15.7)

TESOL - 2 5 1 1 3 - 12 (4.5)

Anthropology 1 2 4 1 2 4 - 14 (5.2)

Psychology - 1 1 - - 2 - 4 (1.5)

Combination - 2 - - - 1 - 3 (1.1)

Other 7 6 1 - 1 5 - 20 (7.5)

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.

NOTE: 268 persons reported tyPe of courses taught.
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they taught, 65% taught one or more graduate level courses in linguistics,
and 61% taught one or more undergraduate linguistics courses. Many taught
at least one language course: 19.8% taught commonly taught foreign languages,_
15.7% taught English courses, and 13.8% taught uncommonly taught foreign
languages. Only 4.5% reported teaching TESOL. Teaching of other subjects
such as psychology or anthropology was not as frequent, and those involved
usually identified with the other discipline rather than linguistics.

2.3.5 Professional Identification

We emphasize again that not everyone denominated a linguist for purposes
of this study regards himself as such. Table 2.37 shows the response of LSA
members in the academic work force to the question "Do you regard yourself
as primarily a: [linguist, anthropologist, etc.] About 60% said "linguist"
(or "linguist/language specialist"), and most of the rest checked "specialist
in a particular language" (27%), especially foreign language (16%). Another
14% identified with a non-language discipline. Note that all three respondents
employed by psychology departments regard themselves as psychologists, while
only about half those in anthropology departments regard themselves as
anthropologists. Note also that many who regard themselves as linguists
work outside of linguistics departments. These findings illustrate the wide
scatter of linguists among various academic departments and the degree to
which linguistics work is carried on by persons whose primary affiliation is
with some discipline other than linguistics.

2.3.6 Rank

The distribution among academic ranks of linguists covered in our various
samples appears in Tables 2.38-2.40. In brief they show that of all academi-
cally employed linguists, About 30% have the rank of full professor; a little
under 25%, associate professor; and about 35%, assistant professor. Among
PhD's one-third are full professors, a little over one-fourth, .P.ssociate pro-
fessors; and about 35% assistant professors. The percentage at the level of
instructor or lecturer ranges from 6-10% according to the source, but in all,
the number of PhD's is small--never over 3%. The NRSTP indicates that
distribution by rank both for all linguists and for linguists with PhD's is
roughly similar to that of all academically employed scientists and social
scientists, but that the percentage of linguists at senior ranks is about
3 percentage points below the aw,rage for PhD's and the nercentage at the
assistant professor level i:i 3 or 4 percentage points higher. No comparisons
with professors in the humanities are available.

Few linguists work as post-doctoral fellows or research associates. Only
11 of the 109 responding linguistics programs and departments have such

1/ Choices given were linguist, anthrOpologist, specialist in a particular
language or language family, namely: , psychologist, ESOL
specialist, other (specify ). The tabulations here as elsewhere in
this chapter include only respondents whom we regard as linguists. See
Chapter I.
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Table 2.38. Academically Employed Linguists:
Rank by Highest Degree (PhD vs non PhD), Percentage,

1973.

Rank PhD's Total

Instructor/Lecturer 2.2% 6.2%

Assistant Professor 34.8 35.7

Associate Professor 29.9 28.1

Full Professor 33.0 30.1

99.9 100.1 i

Source: Survey of Linguistics Dept and Prog Heads, 1973.

Rank PhD's Total

Teach/Res. Assoc. .8% 1.1%

Instructor/Lecturer .4 7.7

Assistant Professor 38.3 36.2

Associate Professor 25.0 22.4

Full Professor 34.2 29.1

Other 1.2 3.5

99.9 100.0

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
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Table 2.39. Academically Employed Linguists:
Rank, 1971-72

Rank Total Number %

Instructor/Lecturer 187 9.2

Assistant Professor 730 35.8

Associate Professor 527 25.9

Full Professor 581 28.5

Other 12 0.6

TOTAL 2037 100.0

Source: University Resources, 1971-

Table 2.40. Academically Employed Linguists:
Rank by Full vs. Part-time Status, 1970.

Rank

,

PhD's Total
Total
No. %

Full-
Time

Part-
Time

Total
No. %

Teaching/Res. Assoc. 9 0.9 9 9 18 1.4

Instruc./Lect. 27 2.8 105 24 129 10.2

Asst. Professor 312 32.3 409 3 412 32.7

Assoc. Professor 264 27.3 279 - 279 22.1

Full Professor 339 35.1 352 3 355 28.1

Other 15 1.6 22 47 69 5.5.,

TOTAL 966 10C.. 1176 86 1262 100.0

Source: NRSTP, 1970, Special commiLLee tabulations.



positions: ten are PhD programs with a total of 29 positions and one is a
master's program with three psoitions. Two surveys of individuals--the 1973
LSA Membership Survey and the 1970 NRSTP--turned up only a handful of
respondents holding such appointments.

The percentage of linguists at each rank not holding the PhD appears in
Table 2.41. Most instructors and lecturers are not PhD's, while most full
professors are (97-99%), as are most associate professors (about 95%).
Figures for assistant professors differ according to the survey used. The
1970 NRSTP indicates that almost one-fourth of the assistant professors do
not have doctorates, while our 1973 surveys show only 11 or 12%. Both the
three-year time lapse--given the increasing availability of linguistics
PhD's--and differing compositions of the samples--especially in age--may
play a role in the difference.

The exact numbers of linguists without PhD's in each survey and their
distribution by academic rank is given in Table 2.42.

2.3.7 Salary

According to the LSA Membership Survey, the median salary of all academi-
cally employed respondents in 1973 was $13,700 per year. For PhD's it was
$14,200 and for those with lesser degrees, it was $10,500. (Almost all of
these respondents held a PhD--only 11 did not). See Table 2.43. By rank,
assistant professors made a median annual salary of $12,200; associate pro-
fessors, $14,700; and full professors $20,200.

Similar figures were derived from the data reported by department and
program heads. As Table 2.44 shows median salaries reported in this source
were substantially the same for assistant and associate professors, but the
fig,:re for full professors - $19,000, was slightly lower. The PhD granting
institutions offered salaries $1,000 higher in the senior ranks (full and
aSsociate professor). Otherwise, there were no particular differences in
salaries among types of institutions.

The median salaries reported by LSA members in 1973 are between 11% and
14% higher than those shown in the 1970 NRSTP.1 Table 2.45 also includes
median salaries for academically-employed scientific and technical personnel
generally, which show that on the average, linguists received lower salaries
than Register respondents in other fields. The median salary for academically-
employed linguists in 1970 was $12,300 as compared to $13,500 overall.

2.4 The Non-Academic Work Force

The number of linguists employed outside colleges and universities is less
than 15% of the entire linguistics work force. With the recent slow-down in

1/ The resoondents to the 1970 and 1973 surveys are not entirely comparable,
however. Fur example, 24% of the assistant professors in the former as
opposed to 11% in the latter did not have a PhD.
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Table 2.41. Percentage of Linguists at Each Academic Rank
Without PhD, 1970 and 1973.

Survey

Rank
NRSTP
1970

LSA Mem.
Sur.., 1973

Sur. of Dept/Prog.
Heads, 1973

Instructor/Lecturer 80.7 95.7 67.4

Assistant Professor 24.1 10.7 12.4

Associate Professor 4.3 6.3 4.3

Full Professor 3.2 1.0 1.3

Sources: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
NRSTP, 1970.

Survey of LiJguistics Dept. and Prog. Heads, 1973.

Table 2.42. Academic Rank of Linguists Without PhD, 1970 and 1973.

Survey

Rank
NRSTP
1970

LSA Mem.
Sur., 1973

Sur. of Dept/Prog.
Heads, 1973

No. % No. % No. %

Instrueior/Lecturer 102 30.4 22 48.9 31 40.8

Assistant Professor 100 29.8 11 24.4 33 43.4

Associate Professor 15 4.5 4 8.9 9 11.8

Full Professor 16 4.8 1 2.2 3 4.0

Other 101 30.7 7 15.6 - -

TOTAL 336 100.2 45 100.0 76 100.0

Sources: NRSTP, 1970.
LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
Survey of Linguistics Dept. and Prog. Heads, 1973.
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Table 2.44. Academically Employed Linguists:
Median Salary by Rank, 1973.

Rank Median Salary

Instructor $10,000

Assistant Professor $12,500

Associate Professor $14,500

Full Professor $19,000

Source: Survey of Linguistics Dept and Prog Heads, 1973.
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academic hiring, however, those concerned about the linguistics job market are
looking to the non-academic sector for employment opportunities. We have therefore
analyzed our data on this sector closely.

In general, the employers and types of work available to linguists outside
colleges and universities are quite diverse, and the salaries and professional
Characteristics of linguists working there reflect this diversity. In contrast
to the academic sector, linguists without a doctorate are in the majority, and
some perform the research and management activities from which they seem largely
excluded in colleges and universities. Even though non-academic employment may
offer better opportunities for linguists below the doctoral level, only a
minority--about.a third--of them have found employment there.

Over the last ten years the number of non-academic linguists positions available
has remained static; i.e., representing a declining percentage of the growing work
force. In the last few years, more linguists may have joined elementary and
secondary schools, but fewer seem to.have entered privately-run research and
development.

2.4.1 Type of Employer

Fifty (or 14.8%) of the 435 LSA members supplying information on their employer
listed non-academic institutions. One-fourth of these were employed by elementary
or secondary schools, one-fifth by the federal government, one-fifth by private
businesses, and the rest by a variety of non-profit, religious and other
institutions. See Table 2.46.

Examination of the specific agencies and institutions for which these respondents
work shows that of the 11 respondents employed by federal agencies, seven are
employed by language-teaching agencies, notably the Foreign Service Institute and
the Defense Language Institute. The remainder are at agencies doing translating,
the Library of Congress, and the Agency for International Development. Private
businesses include four research organizations, three language schools, and a
publishing company; self-employed respondents do educational consulting primarily.
The Other category includes four respondents at non-profit research organizations,
one at a language school, six in theological seminaries or the Summer Institute of
Linguistics, three in adult education, one at a university extension correspondence
school and one at a Veterans Administration hospital.

Parallel statistics from the National Register of Scientific and Technical
Personnel appear in Table 2.47. The distribution of respondents among types of
institutions varied considerably between our two studies; Over twice as many LSA
respondents proportionately were at elementary and secondary schools, and far fewer
at ncn-profit and other institutions; about the same nu:Ilber in each group worked
for federal agencies and private businesses. The differences could be accidental
or could reflect a change in the job market over the three year period.1

1/ Part of the difference may also be due to over-representation in the NRSTP of
employees of the Center for Applied Linguistics, which directed the linguistics
sector of the Register. The NRSTP was a comprehensive, not a randomly selected
survey.
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Table 2.46. Lin uists, Em lo ed b Non-Academic Institutions:
Type of Employer, 1973.

Type of Employer
Highest Degree

.

TotalPhD PhD Cand Master's Bach or Less
i No. %

Elem/sec school 2 1 7 2 12 24.0%
Federal govt 4 1 4 1 10 20.0
Private bus 4 1 3 1 9 18.0
Self 4 - - - 4 8.0
Other 8 2 5 - 15 30.0

22 5 19 4 50 100.0
TOTAL

- (44%) (10%) (38%) (8%) (100.0%)

Source: 5A Manpower Survey, 1973.

Table 2.47. Linguists Employed by Non-Academic Institutions:
Type of Employer; 1970.

Type of Employer
Highest Degree

PhD Master's Bach or Less Total
No. %

Elem/sec school 8 23 2 33 10.2
Non-profit org 41 53 19 113 34.8
Research center 4 4 3 11 3.4
Federal govt 16 25 9 50 15.4
Mi3itary 1 3 7 11 3.4
State govt - 1 - 1 0.3
Cther govt 3 3 - 6 1.9
Private ind 18 27 9 54 16.6
ielf employed 6 3 1 10 3.1
ther/no re ort 12 20 4 36 11.1

109 162 54 325 100.2
IOTAL

(33.5%) (49.9%'
_
(16.6%)

3ource: NRSTP, 1970, Special committee tabulations.
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Almost thirty-five percent of the non-academically employed linguists in the
Register worked for non-profit organizations, 16.6% for private industry, 15.4%
for the federal government, and 10.2% for elementary or secondary schools.

Figures on the recent history of non-academic linguists employment appear in
Table 2.48, 1

compiled from the 1964 through 1970 National Registers of Scientific
and Technical Personnel. They indicate that the absolute number of linguists
employed by non-academic institutions remained almost the same throughout this
period, but the percentage of linguists so employed dropped from 22.9% in 1964 to
16.8% in 1970. The largest non-academic employer of Register linguists was non-
profit organizations, increasing from 100 thus employed in 1964 to 127 in 1970.2
The number of linguists reporting federal government employment remained static:
68 (5.6% of the linguistic work force) in 1964 and 64 (3.4% of the work force) in
1970. Employment of linguists by state and local governments, never large, dwindled
from 24 in 1964 (2.1% of the linguistic work force) to 7 in 1970, (0.4% of.the
work force). The number of Register linguists employed by private industry also
declined slightly, from 60 in 1964, to 54 in 1970. Only a few linguists reported
being self-employed at any time.

That the number of linguists employed in these categories should have remained
the same while the total work force increased, may reflect either the number of
non-academic positions open to linguists in the 60's or a preference for academic
employment. Currently, however, although linguists are available for non-academic
positions, neither st:rveys nor informal inquires indicate that the number so
employed has increased. 'Government agencies and private organizations aie
operating under restrictive budgets, just as educational institutions.

The recent experience of two'of the largest non-academic employers of linguists
is instructive. The Center for Applied Linguistics, a non-profit organization
engaged primarily in research and clearinghouse activities, was founded'in 1959.
In 1963 it had a professional st.ff of 19; by 1966 it numbered 60; in 1969 it
remained at 58; but in early 1974 it was down to about 25.

The School of Language Studies of the Foreign Service Institute maintains a
staff of linguists who supervise language instruction and develop teaching
materials. In the late 60's the number of linguistics positions on the Washington
and field staff combined reached 43. The agency reports that it experienced some

1/ Linguists employed by elementary and secondary schools are not included in this
table, because NSF has always tabulated them with the academically employed under
the heading "Educational Institution."

2/ But see note 1 on page 68.



Table 2.48. Linguists Employed by Non-Academic Institutions, 1964-1970.

Total linguists reporting employment
Prrcent employed non-academically

1964 1966 1968 1970

1206
22.9%

1108
19.8.%

1382
18.9,%

1703
16.8;:',

All Non-acad. Employees: Total 276 219

. ,

261 286

PhD 78 28.7% 78 35.6% 98 37.8% 95 33-2%Master's 107 38.8/0 87 39-7% 95 36.4% 134 46.9%Bachelor's or less 77 27-9% 43 19.6% 58 22.2% 52 18.2%
Other 2 - 1 -
No Report 12 11 9 5,

Non-Profit Organisations: Total 100 84 118 127

PhD 24 29 38 45Master's 34 32 40 57
Bachelor's or less 37 18 36 23
Other 1 -' 1 -
No Report 4 5 3 2

Federal Government, including
Military: Total 73 62 62 64

PhD 24 25 25 17
master's 28 23 22 28
Bachelor's or less 16 12 10 16
Other 1 - 1 -
No Report 4 2 4 3

Industry & B,siness: Total 64 43 41 54
PhD 17 14 20 18
Master's 29 19 14 27
Bachelor's or less 14 8 7 9
No report 4 2 - -

Other Government: Tot:.-.1 25 18 15 7

PhD 10 8 6 3
Master's 8 6 8 4
Bachelor's or less 7 4 1 ...

Self-Employed: Total 4 4 10 10

PhD 1 - 3 5
Master's 1 2 4 4
Bachlor's or less 2 1 2 1
No report - 1 1 -

Other: Total 10 8 15 24
PhD 2 2 6 7

11

Master's 7 5 7 14
Bachelor's or less 1 - 2 3No report - 1 - -

Source: NRSTP, 1964-1970.

NOTE: Statistics in this table differ slightly from those in Tables 2.47 and 2.20
because of the exclusion here of linguists employed by secondary and elementary
schools. See Note 1, p. 12.
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difficulty in filling available positions: "At the time (1968), positions were
relatively easy for good people to find at universities, and working for the
Government was not attractive to many of the well-qualified people." No unfilled.
_positions now exist in the School of Langt:age Studies: their last linguist was
hired in 1969. Since that time the staff has been reduced steadily by two to
five positions per year, leaving a staff of 30 in 1973. The Dean does not
foresee any expansion in the next five years.

2.4.2 Degree Level

Probably the most significant difference between academically and non-
academically employed is degree level. As Table 2.49 shows, fewer than half
the linguists employed outside colleges and universities hold a PhD--in the
National Register only about one-third--as opposed to the academically employed
linguists, 85% of whom in the LSA Survey and 72% of whom in the 1970 National
Register were PhD's: Non PhD's outnumbered PhD's in every employer category
except the self-employed. Fewer than 10% of PhD linguists work outside
universities and colleges, while over one-third of those without PhD's work
there.

Mese figures suggest that now and in the recent past, the master's may be
more appropriate than the PhD for non-academic work in linguistics. They do
not suggest the converse, however, that the non-academic sector provides better
employment opportunities to linguists without a PhD: the total number in non-
academic positions is relatively small, and over 60% of these linguists are
academically employed.

2.4.3 Areas of Specialization

The areas of specialization of non-academically employed linguists in the LSA
Survey differed from those of the work force in general in that more of the former
are in TESOL (23% as opposed to 10%) and fewer in historical nd comparative
linguistics, sociolinguistics, and the theoretical specialities generally.
Otherwise the two groups were similar. Almost all the non-academically employed
respondents had some language specialization--foreign language, English, or TESOL.
About one-fourth indicated a TESOL specialization; a fourth, specialization in
applied areas exclusive of TESOL; and slightly fewer specialized in theoretical
linguistics (phonology, syntax, theory of language) and psycholinguistics.
Table 2.50 gives details.

The 1970 NRSTP used a different breakdown of specialties and tabulated only one
per respondent (thus those data are not strictly comparable to those of the LSA
Survey). Register respondents included almost no non-academic linguists in
comparative and historical linguistics, and a disproportionately large number in
computational linguistics ("mechanized applications"); otherwise the non-academic
group was roughly similar to the overall sample. See Tables 2.51 and 2.52.

2.4.4 Professional Identification

Over half the linguists in the LSA survey employed by non-academic entities
identified themselves professionally as linguists, 14% as foreign language
specialists, and 14% as ESOL specialists (Table 2.53).Compared with linguists
working at colleges and universities, more identified themselves as ESOL
specialists, and with miscellaneous other fields and fewer as English specialists,
but otherwise the two groups were similar.
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Table 2.49. Academic vs. Non-Academic Employment:
Comparison by Degree Level of Employers.

Percentage of academic and non-academic work force at each degree level

LSA Survey, 1973 NRSTP, 1970
Degree Level Academic Non-academic Academic Non-academic

PhD 84.7% 44.0% 72.3% 33.5%
PhD Candidate 9.7 10.0
MA/MS 4.5 38.0 21.9 49.9
BA/BS 1.0 4.0 5.0 16.6
Other - - 0.9 --
TOTAL 99.9 100.0 A 100.1 100.0

Percentage of linguists at each des:ree level in academic
and non-academic employment

LSA Survey, 1973 NRSTP, 1970 ;

Degree level Degree Jevel
Total Total

PhD without without
Type of Employment PhD Cand MA/MS PhD Total PhD MA/MS BA/BS PhD Total

Academic 91.7 , 84.9 40.6 61.1 85.2 90.7 65.9 56.6 63.9 81.3
Non-academic 8.3 15,1 59.4 38.9 14.8 9.3 34.1 43.4 36.1 18.7

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ---

Sources: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
NRSTP, 1970.



Table 2.50. Linguists Employed by Non-Academic Institutions:
Areas of Specialization, 1973.

Field of Spec.

Type of Employer Total Work Force

No. %

Fed
govt.

Ele/Sec.
ed.

Priv.
bus. Other Total

General linguistics 1 1 - 2 4 16 4.4
Hist. & comp ling 1 1 - 1 3 41 11.3
Socioling/dialectology - - 4 4 53 14.6
Mis topics in gen ling 1 1 4 6 39 10.7
Theory of language 1 1 2 39 10.7
Syntax - - 2 2 40 11.0
Phonology 2 2 2 3 9 54 14.8
Semantics - - - - - 23 6.3
Other theoretical - - - 12 3.3
Applied ling, gen 2 1 1 3 7 18 5.0
Ling and education - - - 2 7 9 2.5
TESOL 2 4 1 5 12 35 9.6
Other applied 3 - 1 1 5 24 6.6
English linguistics - 2 3 4 9 73 20.1
Foreign lang/ling. 9 7 4 7 27 199 54.7
Phonetics 3 3 19 5.2
Communication science - - - - - 4 1.1
Psycholinguistics 1 1 2 7 11 64 17.6
An°1ropological ling - - 22 6.0

Itational ling - - 1 1 12 3.3
Ma _Imatical ling - - - - 1 0.3
Philosophy of language - - 3 0.8
Lirg and literature 1 - - 1 24 6.6
Neurolinguistics - - - 5 1.4
Other fields - 2 - 1 4 23 6.3

TOTAL no. of
respondentsa* 11 13 9 19 52 364

Source: LSA MemberFhip Survey, 1973.

a/ Up to four specialties per respondent were tabulated.
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Table 2.52. Subfield of Non-Academically Emp2oyed
Comparison With ail NRSTP Linauists, 1970.

Subfielda
Non-acad. Emp'd

Linguists
Total
Lincuists

Emp'd Non-acad. as
% of Total

-1 No. % No. %

Appl's to lang tchg 62 22.3% 417 24.5% 14.9%
Descrip ling 61 21.9 337 19.8 18.1
General ling 15 5.4 112 6.6 13.4
Hist & comp ling 3 1.1 225 13.2 1.3
Lang in rel to other

fields 18 6_5 ,-
..8 10.8

Language policies 4 1:4 ;.8 30.8
Literacy & writing

systems 2 0.7 ii 0.4 33.3
Mechanized appl's 18 6.5 38 2.2 47.4
Phonetics 4 1.4 36 2.1 11.1
Other ling sc's 91 32.7 351 20.6 25.9

TOTAL 278 99.9 1702 300.0 16.3

Source: NRS12P, 1970.

a/ Principal specialty of umployment for each respondent.
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Table 2.53. linguists Emplod by Non-Academic Institutions:
Professional Identification by Type of Employer, 1973.

Identification

Type of Employer

Acad.
Emp'dFed govt

Ele/sec
sch Non prof Bus Other

Tot Non-
acad Emp'd
No. %

Linguist 9 1 5 4 8 27 52.0 154 53.9%
Linguist & lang 1 - 1 2 3.8 16 5.6
For. lang spoc - 6 1 7 13.5 45 15.7
English 1 - - - 2 1.9 19 6.6
ESOL spec 4 1 2 7 13.5 12 4.2
Anthropologist - - -

13 4.6
Psychologist - 1 1 1.9 6 2.1
CoMbination 1 1 1.9 6 2.1
Other 1 1 1 2 1 6 11.5 15 5.2

TOTAL 11 13 6 9 13 52 100.0 286 100.0

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
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The choices available in the parallel question on the NRSTP form, listed in
Table 2.54, speak to areas of specialization within linguistics more than to
the choice of disciplines listed on the LSA form. The 1970 Register tabulations
showed that 57% of the non-academically employed linguists identified themselves
as linguists (including psycholinguists, sociolinguists, phoneticians,
computational linguists, anthropological linguists, and applied linguists) and
11.1% as language teachers. Another 17% checked the category Bible translator.
Comparatively, more academically employe respondents regarded themselves as
linguists (73Z as opposed to 57%) or language and area specialists (137 as opposed
to 4%), while more of the non-academically employed regarded themselves as
computational linguists (8% as opposed to 2%) and Bible translators (17% as
opposed to less than 1%).

2.4.5 Primary Work Activity

Wolk activities of linguists employed in the non-academic sector varied widely,
as would be expected given the diversity of jobs and employer types. As Table
2.55 indicates, over 40% of the non-academically employed LSA members surveyed
in 1973 listed teaching as their primary work (slightly more than half of
these were employed by elementary or secondary schools). About 65% of those
holding the master's listed teaching as their ilost time-consuming activity,
compared with only 22% of those with PhD's. (,,Litrast the figure of over 75% of
the academically employed linguists listing 1 .hing as a primary work activity.)
About 18% of the non-academically employed ..lembers listed administration as
their primary work, and only about 10% listed research.

Comparable data from the 1970 NRSTP (Tables 2.56 and 2.57) indicate that a
greater percentage of non-academic Register respondents performed research as
thodr primary work activity--26% as opposed to 10% of LSA Survey respondents,
while a smaller percentage were teachingabout 20% as opposed to 45%. The
difference undoubtedly stems from the differences in employer type which, as
noted in Section 2.4.1, may be accidental or may result from a change in the job
market in the three years between the two studies. Most of those doing research
or exploring, reporting and forecasting as their primary work activity in the
1970 study were at non-profit organizations or private industry, while most of
those teaching were at elementary and secondary schools, although a few also
worked for the federal government. Many more PhD'S are in research and
administration than teaching, while MA's are spread more evenly among the three
activities.

2.4.6 Salar-

Salary data indicate that, overall, sataries for academically and non-
academically employed linguists are roughly comparable, but that there may be
wide differences among employer types. (see Tables 2.58 and 2.59). Those
without PhD's make better salaries in non-academic jobs, but this is likely a
function of age, experience and the fact that the high-paying research and manage-
ments activities in the academic world are largely reserved for PhD's, as they are
not outside it.

The 1970 NRSTP salary figures are outda..A, but comparison among categories is
of interest. The median salary in 1970 for non-academically employed linguists
reporting to the NRSTP was $13,000. The most highly paid linguists in this
group (with the exception of the self-employed) were employed by private industry,
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Table 2.56. Linguists Employed by Non-Academic Institutions:
Primary Work Activity, 1970.

Primary Work Activity

Highest Degree
BA/BS MA/MS PhD Other Total

No. % No. No. No.

Basic research 6 11.8 16 9.4 23 20.0 2 46 13.5

Applied research 9 17.7 22 12.9 12 10.4 - 43 12.6

Management, R&D 2 3.9 14 -8.2 18 1:J.7 1 35 10.2

Management, other 8 15.7 22 12.9 23 20.0 - 54 15.8

Teaching 2 3.9 49 28.7 16 13.9 1 67 19.6

Consulting 3 5.9 7 4.1 9 7.8 20 5.9

Reporting, exploring,
forecasting 9 17.7 22 12.9 9 7.8 1 41 12,0

Other 12 23.5 19 11.1 5 4.4 - 36 10.5

TOTAL 51 100.1 171 100.2 115 100.0 5 342 100.1

Source: NRSTP, 1970, Special committee tabulations.

NOTE: Includes linguists employed by elementary and secondary schools.

9 0

82



T
a
b
l
e
 
2
.
5
7
.

L
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
s
 
E
m
p
l
o
y
e
d
 
b
y
 
N
o
n
-
A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
 
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
:

P
r
i
m
a
r
y
 
W
o
r
k
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y
 
b
y
 
T
y
p
e
 
o
f
 
E
m
p
l
o
y
e
r
,
 
1
9
7
0
.

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

E
r
p
l
o
y
e
r

B
a
s
i
cR
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

M
g
m
t
.
,
 
O
t
h
.

M
g
m
t
.
 
o
f

R
&
D

T
c
h
g
.
,

C
o
n
s
u
l
t
i
n
g

R
e
p
o
r
t
i
n
g

E
x
p
l
o
r
i
n
g

F
o
r
e
c
a
s
t

N
o
 
R
e
p
.

O
t
h
e
r

T
o
t
a
l

A
p
p
l
i
e
d

F
e
d
.
 
G
o
v
.

4
4

1
6

7
4

3
9

6
5
3

P
h
D

2
2

6
3

-
1

-
2

1
6

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s

2
2

5
4

4
,

5
2

2
5

B
a
c
h

-
-

4
-

-
1

1
1

9

O
t
h
e
r
 
G
o
v
.

-
-

2
1

1
-

_
3

7

P
h
D
.

.
t

-
_

1
-

-
-

-
2

3

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s

-
-

1
1

1
-

-
1

4

B
a
c
h

-
-

-
-

-
-

_

N
o
n
-
p
r
o
f
i
t

3
1

2
6

1
2

1
6

3
9

1
5

1
2
7

P
h
D

1
3

7
6

a
1

5
1

4
5

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s

1
2

1
4

4
6

2
3

8
a

5
7

.

B
a
c
h

5
5

2
1

-
-

3
6

2
2

I
n
d
.
 
&
 
B
u
s
.

8
9

9
9

-
3

1
0

6
5
4

P
h
D

m
5

2
I

6
-

-
3

1
1
8

L
,
M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s

2
5

7
2

-
2

5
4

2
7

B
a
c
h

1
2

1
1

-
1

2
1

9

S
e
l
f
-
E
r
.
p
.

1
2

-
-

-
4

2
1

1
0

P
h
D

1
1

-
-

-
1

2
1

4

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s

.

B
a
c
h

- -

- _
- _

- _
- -

1 _
- _

- -
1 .

M
i
l
i
t
a
r
y

-
1

2
-

-
-

1
7

1
1

P
h
D

-
-

1
-

-
-

-
-

1

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s

_
-

-
-

_
-

-
3

3

B
a
c
h

-
1

1
-

-
-

1
4

7

O
t
h
e
r

1
1

6
1

9
1

3
4

2
4

P
h
D

1
1

-
3

-
2

-
1

7

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s

-
-

3
-

7
-

2
2

1
4

B
a
c
h

-
1

-
-

-
-

-
2

3

T
O
T
A
L

4
5

(
1
5
.
7
%
)

4
3

(
1
5
.
0
"
.
)

4
7

(
1
6
.
4
%
)

3
3

(
1
1
.
5
%
)

1
7

(
5
.
9
%
)

1
9

(
6
.
6
%
)

4
0

(
1
4
.
0
%
)

4
2

(
1
4
.
7
%
)

2
8
6

(
9
9
.
9
%
)

P
h
D

2
2

(
2
3
.
2
)

1
2

(
1
2
.
6
)

1
8

(
1
9
.
0
)

1
7

(
1
7
.
9
)

3
(
3
.
2
)

8
(
8
.
4
)

8
(
8
.
4
)

7
(
7
.
4
)

9
5

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s

1
6

(
1
1
.
9
)

2
2

(
1
6
.
4
)

2
0

(
1
4
.
9
)

1
3

(
9
.
7
)

1
4

(
1
0
.
5
)

7
(
5
.
2
)

2
2

(
1
6
.
4
)

2
0

(
1
4
.
9
)

1
3
4

B
a
c
h

6
9

8
_

-
3

9
1
4

5
1

S
o
u
r
c
e
:

N
R
S
T
P
,
 
1
9
7
0
.



T
a
b
l
e
 
2
.
5
8
.

L
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
s
 
E
m
p
l
o
y
e
d
 
b
y
 
N
o
n
-
A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
:

A
n
n
u
a
l
 
S
a
l
a
r
y
 
b
y
 
T
y
p
e
 
o
f

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
r
,
 
1
9
7
0
.

A
n
n
u
a
l
 
S
a
l
a
r
y

E
l
e
/
s
e
c

s
c
h
o
o
l
s

N
o
n
-
r
.
o
f

o
r
g
.

R
e
s
.

C
t
r
.

F
e
d
.

G
o
v
.

S
t
a
t
e

G
o
v
.

O
t
h
e
r
 
G
o
v
.

A
g
e
n
c
y

M
i
l
.

S
e
r
v
.

P
r
y
.
 
I
n
d
.
,

B
u
s
.

S
e
l
f
.

E
m
p
l
.

O
t
h
e
r

T
o
t
a
l

N
o
.

$
1
,
0
0
0
-
6
,
0
0
0

1
1
7

-
1

-
-

4
-

2
2
5

1
0
.
6

6
,
0
0
0
-
9
,
0
0
0

5
1
8

1
2

-
1

4
-

6
3
7

1
5
.
6

9
,
0
0
0
-
1
2
,
0
0
0

8
1
5

2
5

-
-

1
7

4
4
2

1
7
.
7

1
2
,
0
0
0
-
1
5
,
0
0
0

5
9

4
9

1
3

1
6

3
8

1
6
.
0

1
5
,
0
0
0
-
1
8
,
0
0
0

5
4

1
1
2

-
1

-
7

-
3
0

1
2
.
7

1
8
,
0
0
0
-
2
'
.
 
r
)
0
0

1
6

-
8

-
1

1
1
0

1
3

3
1

1
3
.
1

2
1
,
0
0
0
-
2
4
,
0
A

-
2

5
-

-
4

2
-

1
3

5
.
5

2
.
,
0
0
0
-
2
7
,
0
0
0

1
-

3
3

-
-

4
-

-
1
1

4
.
6

0
0
0
-
3
0
,
0
0
0

-
1

-
-

-
-

-
1

2
0
.
8

,
0
0
0
-
3
3
,
0
0
0

1
-

-
2

-
3

1
.
3

3
3
,
0
0
0
-
3
6
,
0
0
0

1
1

0
.
4

3
6
,
0
0
0
-
4
0
e
0
0
0

1
1

2
0
.
8

4
0
,
0
0
0
 
a
n
d
 
c
.
:
7
;
f
e
r

0
.
8

M
e
d
i
a
n
 
S
a
l
a
r
y

$
1
1
,
0
0
0

$
1
0
,
0
0
0

$
1
4
,
0
0
0

$
1
5
,
0
0
0

$
1
3
,
0
0
0

$
1
8
,
0
0
0

$
5
,
0
0
0

$
1
8
,
0
0
0

$
2
0
,
0
0
0

$
1
0
,
0
0
0

$
1
3
,
0
0
0

S
o
u
r
c
e
:

N
R
S
T
P
,
 
1
9
7
0
,
 
S
p
e
c
i
a
l
 
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

t
a
b
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

L
N
Z



Table 2.59. Academic vs. Non-Academic Employment:
Comparison of Median Annual Salaries, 1970 and 1973.

Highest Degree
1970

Academically Employed Non-academically Employed

PhD $13,000 $16,000
MA/MS $10,000 $11,000
BA/BS $10,000 $10,000

TOTAL $12,000 $13,000

Source: NRSTP, 1970, Special committee tabulations.

1973

PhD $14,200 $14,200
Less than PhD $10,500 $12,700

TOTAL $13,700 $13,000

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
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with a median annual salary of $18,000. The median annual salary of linguists
employed by the federal government was $15,000, and by resource centers, $14,000.
Linguists employed by elementary or secondary sdhools earned a median annual
salary of $11,000.

The median annual salary reported by non-academically employed LSA members
in 1973 was $13,000. Median salary for those with PhD's was $14,200, and for thosewith less than the PhD $12,700.

The LSA Survey data for individual employer types was too sparse to permit
generalizations, but in 1973, one of the major federal agencies employing linguists
reported a median salary of $22,000 for linguists on its Washingtm staff.

2.5 Linguistics Graduate Students

Material in this section is based primarily an the LSA's 1973 survey of
graduate students in linguistics. We estimate that our 744 respondents representroughly one-third of graduate students currently enrolled. As noted in greater
detail in the sections below, our sample was slightly imbalanced in that PhD
students were over-represented, that almost all students were enrolled in
linguistics, and that some institutions were not represented. The survey none-
theless included a broad cross-section of students, a substantial number of them
from smaller, and less well-known instnitions, not as visible in professional
gatherings as those from large prominent departments.

Overall, we estimate that there are about 2400 linguistics graduate students
now, roughly 60% enrolled for a PhD and 40% for a master's degree, and that about70% of the PhD students--perhaps more among the younger ones--are in departmentsof linguistics. Most enter graduate school without an undergraduate degree in
linguistics. Almost half the doctoral students and two-thirds of the master's
students are women.

Students expressed even greater interest than working linguists in theoretical
linguistics, particularly syntax, and less interest in applied linguistics--thoughthe percentage of linguists at any level in that area is not large. Given the fact
that almost all respondents came from linguistics departments, the level of
language involvement was impressive. In addition to their areas of study and
specialization, more linguistics students are teaching foreign languages, English and
ESOL than are Leaching linguistics, and many of those seeking employment were looking
in these fields as well aQ in linguistics. As among working linguists, there was
little overlap with antl. .Lr''y and psychology (in spite of expressed interest
in psycholinguistics--whl - apparently pursued by linguists and psychologists
going their separate ways). Very few students were teaching either subject and
few were seeking.jobs in anthropology, psychology or education. More younger
students expressed an interest in psycholinguistics and planned to seel employment
in psychology or educaticm, however.

2.5.1 Degree Sought

Of the 744 surveyed by the LSA, almost two-thirds (617. were enrolled in doctoral
programs, seven perceni: were in master's programs but working toward a doctorate,
and.28% were in master's programs. The remaining two percent were working for
their bachelor's Jegree, master's or doctorate in education, o not seeking a
legree.
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86



The percentage of doctoral students was higher in the Graduate Student Survey
than in our other two data sources. Linguistics department and program heads
indicated that 61% of their graduate students were seeking a PhD and 39% an
MA. Office of Education statistics (Enrollment for Advanced Degrees) are based
not on the degree sought but whether students are in their first year (full-time
equivalent) of graduate study or beyond. According to this source, in 1971 41%
of linguistics graduate students were in the first year and 59% were beyond.
The latter figure has been rising steadily since 1964, (when it was 52%). Based
an these two sources, we estimate that 60% of linguistics graduate students are
seeking a doctorate, 40% a master's degree.

2.5.2 Department of Enrollment

Almost all the graduate students of linguistics surveyed by the LSA were in
linguistics departments. Table 2.60 shows the limitations of the survey in
this regard: slightly under two-thirds of recent PhD's now working in linguistics
hold degr es from departments of linguistics. Although th%t percentage will
probably increase, a substantial number of lincistics students are still
enrolled in English and foreign language depart -nts, and these are unrepresented
in our sample of graduate student respondents.

Another area in which the response was imbalanced was in university of
enrollment. Table 2.61 gives the latest complete statistics available, Office
of Education figures for fall, 1971, as compared with the number of responses.
to our survey in March of 1973. Comparisons are difficult, since our survey of
linguistics department and program heads indicates that enrollment has increased
or decreased substantially at several institutions. It is safe to say, however,
that although several important institutions are totally or almost completely
unrepresented in our sample, among PhD students the 14 most prestigious
institutions are represented proportionately as against others (about 45%), and
that though the percentages within the top 14 vary greatly, most other schools
are represented by a respectable percentage of students.

2.5.3 Personal Characteristics

2.5.3.1 Sex and Marital Status

Yen earned three-quarters of the PhD's in linguistics -.onferred between 1963
and 1971 (with no difference in this regard between American citizens and non-
citizens). Women will soon be better represented among PhD's: they yere 30%
of the PhD's in 1972 (up from 25% in the years immediately preceeding ), and
currently they comprise 6-47% of the doctoral students and 62-66% of the master's
students in linguistics. The percentage has increased steadily in recent years.
(See Section 7.1 for details).

About three quarters of the men earning linguistics PhD's during the years
1963-1971 weze married, at the time they received their degrees, while only 55% of
the women were. A slightly lower proportion of the non-citizens, both male and
female, were single.

V NAS-NRC, Doctorate Record File.
2/ LSA c;:17aduate Student Survey and Survey of Linguistics Department and Program heads.
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Table 2.60. Linguistics Graduate Students: Department of Enrollment
by Degree Sought

Department
Graduate Student Survey, 1973 PhD's

1970-1972a
PhD's

1969-1970bPhD Master's Total

Linguistics 424 89.5% 2G4 76.7% 628 84.9% 41 61.2% 165 65.5%
Foreign language 8 1.7 5 1.9 13 1.8 8 11.9 25 9.9
English 1 0.2 11 4.1 12 1.6 8 11.9 22 8.7
ESOL 1 0.2 8 3.0 9 1.2 - - -
Anthropology 2 0.4 1 0.4 3 0.4 2 3.0 1 0.4
Psychology 1 0.2 - 1 0.1 1 1.5 - -
Joint 4 0.8 4 1.5 8 1.1 3 4.5 15 6.0
Other 4 0.8 - 4 0.5 4 6.0 13 5.2

No report 29 6.1 33 12.4 62 8,4 - 11 4.4

TOTAL 474 99.9 266 100.0 740 :',0.0 67 100.0 252 100.1

Source: Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students,

a/ LSA Membeship Survey.
b/ NAS-NRC, Doctorate Records File, special tabulAtn made only in
1969 and 1970.
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Table 2.61. Linguistics Graduate Students: Institution of Enrollment.'

Institution

OE, 1971a Graduate Student Survey, 1973
Beyond 1st

Year
1st

Year Total PhD MA Total

Texas 74 17 91 22 3 25UCLA 51 28 79 1 1 2Michigan 68 50 118 47 12 59Cornell 52 17 69 * * *Indiana . 47 21 68 * * * iBerkeley 39 27 66 51 8 59Pennsylvania 47 19 66 11 5 16Illinois 36 18 54 1 24 7 31MIT 28 12 40 I * * *
Ohio State 20 11 31 12 3 15Harvard 24 9 33 8 8 ,Chicago 29 6 35 13 3 16Columbia 22 1 23 7 1 aYale 15 6 21 11 - 11

Subtotal 552 242 794 207 43 250

_-_-...

Vert. % 46.0 28.7 38.9 43.: 16.2 33.8
:

Georgetown 93 84 177 32 15 47Hawaii 74 11 85 29 8 37Northeastern Illinois b - 60 60 - 26 26Univ. of Cal--San Diego 24 13 37 9 - 9 ,Stanford 34 3 37 21 1 22New York University 17 20 37 * * *SUNY--Buffalo 28 32 60 10 7 17Brown 24 8 32 14 6 20Colorado 10 17 27 10 6 16Washington 10 29 39 5 6 11Univ of Pittsburgh 69 8 77 3 7 10North Carolina 19 15 34 15 2 17Michigan State 4 22 26 1 - 1University of Southern Cal. 28 6 34 1 2 3Rochester 16 8 24 6 4 10San Francisco State b - 27 27 * * *Minnesota 13 12 25 9 3 12Wisconsin 20 5 25 7 2 9American Univ - 28 28 * * *
Kansas 5 24 29 9 10 19Utah - 8 8 - 8 8

Subtotal 488 440 928 181 113 294Vert. % 40.7 52.2 45.4 38.2 42.5 39.7

Other 160 161 321 86

___,

110 196Vert. % 3 19.1 15.7 18.1 41.4 26.5
843 2043 474 266 740TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0

Source: Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.

2/Enrollment for Advanced Degrees, 1971.
12/Enrollment for Advanced Degrees, 1970 (not included in 1971 svrvey).*No response

9 7 89



Among students currently enrolled for doctorates, about 40% of the women and
50% of the mea are married. Among those seeking an MA, on the other hand, 47%
of the women are married, but only 40% of the men.

2.5.3.2 Citizenship

The NAS-NRC Doctorate Records File indicates that American citizens received
three-quarters of the doctorates in linguistics conferred in this country between
1953 and 1971, with no marked changes within that time (Table 2.62). However, only
eiillteen percent of the doctoral students and 20% of the master's students
surveyed by the LSA in 3973 were not U. S. citizens. Whether this indicates a drop
in the percentage of foreign graduate students or a failure on their part to com-
plete questionnaires is unknown. Only 8% of the LSA members surveyed were not
U. S. citizens; apparently many return to their own countries (See Section 3.2
for further discussion).

2.5.3.3 Age

The median age of doctoral students surveyed by the LSA wall 29 years; that of
master's students was 27 years and in master's leading to doctoral programs, 25
years. Among doctoral students 10% were over 40, and 25% were 32 or older.
Percentages were almost identical for students seeking a master's degree.

The median age of PhD's on receiving their doctorates was 32.5 years. Americans
were about a year and a half younger on the average than.foreign citizens, single
people were younger than married, and single men were younger by almost four
years than single women, but married men and women were about the sane age.
(Table 2.63).

2.5.4 Academic Background

Of the doctoral students surveyed by the LSA 34% held a master's degree, 59% held
only the bachelor's degree, and five percent held a foreign (non-doctoral) degree.

Of these holding the master's, 65%
commonly taught foreign language, 1%
English, 6.5% in English as a second
psychology. Of those who did not do
minored in linguistics. See Table 2.

had majored in linguistics, 10% in a
in an uncommonly taught language, 9% in
language, and 2% in anthropology or
their master's in linguistics, 15% had
64

More students today have an undergraduate linguistics degree than used to -
-see Section 2.2.6-but their number remains small. Only fourteen percent of the
doctoral students surveyed held a bachelor's degree in linguistics. Most held a
bacsalaureate in a foreign language (40%) or English (21%). Only 5.5% had done
their undergraduate work in anthropology or psychology, while:19% held BA's in some
other subject. Only eleven percent of the students in master's programs in
linguistics had done their undergraduate work in linguistics while 38% had earned
their bachelors degree in a foreign language and 26% in English.

9 8
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Table 2.64. Liagaistics Graduate Students: Major Subject of
Master's and Eachelor's Degrees, bK Degree Sought.

Major Subject

kajor subject of Master's
(PhD Studentn)

Major Subject of Baccalaureate by Degree Sought
PhD MA/PhD Master's Total

No. % No. % No. No. % No. %

Linguistics 180 65.0 72 13.8 12 24 11.4 108 13.8
For lang-commonly

.

taught 28 10.1 195 37.7 8 76 36.2 279 35.7
For lang-uncommonly

taught 3 1.1 10 l.e 1 3 1.4 14 1.8
English 25 9.0 110 21.1 15 55 26.2 180 23.1
ESOL 18 6.5 1 0.2 - 3 1.4 4 0.5
Anthropology 4 1.4 19 3.6 1 10 4.8 30 3.8
Psychology 2 0.7 10 3.6 2 6 .2.9 18 2.3
Combination 3 1.1 6 1.9 2 3 1.4 11 1.4
Other 14 5.1 99 19.0 8 30 14.3 137 17.5

TOTAL 277 100.0 522 100.4 49 210 100.0 781 99.9

Source: Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.
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2.5.5 Field and Area of Specialization

2.5.5.1 Professional Identification

Most of the doctoral students surveyed by the LSA - 87% - identified themselves
as linguists. Four percent considered themselves foreign language specialists;
two percent a combination of linguist and foreign language specialist; and five
percent some other combination. Only a few identified themselves as English
language or ESOL specialists.

Only seventy-three percent of the students enrolled in masters programs
considered themselves linguists. Eight percent identified themselves as
foreign language specialists, eight percent ESOL specialists, and four percent
a combination of linguist and foreign language specialist. The marked
differences between graduate student respondents and linguists in the work force
(See Section 2.2.7) is due partly at least to the enrollment of 95% of the
gracalate students surveyed in departments of linguistics, although with the
growth of such departments identification with linguistics is probably on the
increase.

,

2.5.5.2 Special Interests

The subject area interests of graduate students surveyed by the LSA are
detailed in Table 2.65. Among doctoral students over half listed at least one
foreign language. The next largest categories were syntax (21.0%) sociolinguistics
or dialectology (20.5%) and phonology (19.5%). In the third rank were
psycholinguistics (13.5%), historical and comparative linguistics and semantics
(both 11.6%), and English linguistics (9.4%). As compared with PhD's in the
work force, (see Section 2.2.8), doctoral students show greater interest in
syntax, semantics and sociolinguistics and less :n applied linguistics and
English liaguistics (future linguists from foreign language and English departments
were not surveyed however ).

Master's students, as compared with doctoral students, reported considerably
less interest in historical and comparative linguistics, theoretical Jinguistics,
and foreign 1,nguages and linguistics, and considerably more in applied
linguistics, especially TESOL, listed by proportionately about four times as
many respondents.

2.5.5.3 Sui.dect Area of Original Research

Over half (53.2%) of the doctoral students reporting on the subject of their
original research were doing work on foreign languages. One fifth were doing
research on syntax, 14% on phonology, and another 10% other areas of theocetical
linguistics (semantics, morphology, etc.). Fifteen percent were working in
psycholinguistics (over half of these in first language acquisition), 12Z in
sociolinguistics or dialectology, and 11% in English linguistics. (See Table
2.66). Only 73 out of 202 masters students reported original research. Over
half were working on a foreign language, one quarter in some area of theoretical
linguistics and one-sixth in applied linguistics.

Comparison between students and linguists in the work force (see Section 2.2.8)
reveals a proportionately larger number of students - perhars half again as
many--doing theoretical research, particularly in syntax and phonology. The
percentage doing research in applied areas is a little smaller, but fewer in
either group are involved in such research. Research in sociolinguistics and
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Table 2.65. Linguistics Graduate Students:, Special Interests by Degree Sought, 1973

Special.Interests
PhD Masters

N . No. %

General linguistics 6 1.5 1 0.5

Hist. & comp. ling. 48 11.6 12 5.5

Socioling/dialectology 85 20.5 41 18.8

Mis. topics in gen. ling. 8 1.9 4 1.8

Theory of language 28 6.8 16 7.3

Syntax 87 21.0 22 10.1

Phonology 81 19.5 24 11.0

Semantics 48 11.6 16 7.3

Other theoretical 6 1.5 2 0.9

Applied ling., gen. 7 1.7 9 4.1

Ling. and edu. 8 1.9 7 3.2

TESOL 29 7.0 59 27.1

Other applied 12 2.9 10 4.6

English linguistics 39 9.4 22 10.1

Foreign lang/ling. 217 52.3 86 39.5

Phonetics 13 3.1 8 3.7.

Communication science -- -- 5 2.3

Psycho/linguistics 56 13.5 32 14.7

Anthropological ling. 18 4.3 9 4.1

Computational ling. 10 2.4 4 1.8

Math. ling. 5 1.2 2 0.9

Philosophy of lang. 3 0.7 2 0.9

Ling. and Literature 4 1.0 6 2.8

Neurolinguistics .6 1.5 4 1.8

Other fields 5 1.2 4 1.8

TOTAL Reporting 415 218

Source: Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.

NOTE: Up to three areas were tabulated per respondent.
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Table 2.66. Linguistics Graduate Students: Subject of
Original Research by Degree Sought

Subject
PhD Master's

No. % No.
-

Historical/comparative linguistics 14 4.8 2
Sociolinguistics/dialectology 34 11.6 5
Mis topics in general linguistics 5 1.7 4
Theory of language 5 1.7 -
Syntax 56 19.1 5
Phonology 41 14.0 8 11.0
Semantics 18 6.1 2
Other theoretical 6 2.1 -
Second language teaching 3 1.0 -
Linguistics and education 2 0.7 1
Contrastive analysis 1 0.3 -
TESOL - 5
Other applied 4
Structure of English 24 8.5 5
Other English linguistics 6 2.1 -
Linguistics/language-foreign 156 53.2 33 45.2
Phonetics 11 3.8 3
First language acquisition 25 8.5 8
Other psycholinguistics 20 6.8 4
Anthropological linguistics 3 1.0 -
Computational linguistics 6 2.1 1
Philosophy of language 2 0.7 -
Linguistics and literature 3 1.0 2
N.lurolinguistics 1 0.3 2
Other fields 3

TOTAL reporting original research 293 61.8 73 27.4

None listed 181 38.2 193 72.6

TOTAL 474 100.0 266 100.0

Source: Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.

NOTE: Up to two subjects per respondent. Some single topics, especially
those involving languages, were coded twice, e.g., French phonology under
French and phonology. Most respondents listed only one subject.
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psydholinguistics is about the sane for both groups, as is that in most other areas.

2.5.5.4 Society Membership

Society membership of graduate students surveyed appears in Table 2.67. Most
belonged to no professional organizations at alltwo-thirds of the doctoral
students and 90% of the-master's students. Most of the rest belonged to the
Linguistic Society of America: 25% of those seeking a PhD, 7% of those seeking
a master's, 18% overall. Membership in other societies, mostly language groups,
was infrequent.

2.5.6 Financial Aid

Linguistics department and program heads reported that about 35% of their
graduate students were receiveng financial assistance. Most of the students
with support were at institutions granting .a linguistics PhD, where nearly half
of all graduate students had financial aid; percentages at other institutions
were much lower. Of those receiving aid, 43% had fellowships, 39% teaching
assistantships, 13% research assistantships, and 5% other kinds of support,
such as readerships and miscellaneous scholarships (not including em?loyment).
Fellowships and research assistantships were more frequent at the 14 most
prestigious departments, but few research assistantships were available anywhere.
(See Table 2.68):

Graduate students themselves reported a higher rate of financial assistance:
58% of the doctoral students and 49% of the master's students surveyed received
support. Of these, about 38% had fellowships, 36% teaching assistantships, 11%
research assistantships, and 12% other. (See Table 2.69).

2.5.7 Teaching Respunsibilities

Twenty-eight percent of the doctoral students and 22% of the master's students
surveyed were teaching. As Table 2.70 indicates, many were not teaching assistants:
one-third of the doctoral students and one-fourth of all students teaching.
Opportunities were apparently more frequent outside than inside linguistics
departments. The sane department and program heads who reported 297 of their
students as holding teaching assistantships reported only 132 students, or 44%,
teaching linguistics in their own departments or programs. According to the
Graduate Student survey, 41% (If Lhe doctoral students teae:ling taught courses in
linguistics and 48% in languagesespecially the uncommonly taueit foreign
languages and English as a second language. Only 21% of the master's students
with teaching responsibilities taught linguistics, while 74% taught language courses.

If our respondents are typical, they represent a projected total of 168
doctoral students and 88 master's students teaching linguistics, a total of 256
and the equivalent of 8.5% of the current work force. 1 Teaching assistantships are
usually associated w:;.th large undergraduate classes, recent and relatively
infrewent in linguistics, but apparently on the increase. Student teaching
provides financial assistance and practical experience for students. It is a

1/ Assuming 2400 graduate students, 1440 doctoral and 960 master's.
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Table 2.67. Linguistics Graduate Students: Society
Membership by Degree Sught, 1973.

Society

e.Tree Sought

TotalPhD
MA MB

leading to PhD master's

LSA 117 24.7% 8 16.a% 9 4.2% 134 18.1%
Other linguistics 30 6.3 1 2.0 4 1.9 35 4.7
MLA 15 3.2 5 2.3 20 2.7
ACTFL, AATF, AATG, AATI,
AATSP or AATSEEL 11 2.3 - - 11 1.5

Other language/area
studies 12 2.5 1 .2.0 3 1.4 16 2.2

TESOL 10 2.1 - 2 0.9 12 1.6
NCTE 3 0.6 - 1 0.5 4 0.5
AAA 1 0.2 __ - 1 0.1
Other 7 1.5 - - 7 1.0

Ione, or no response 300 63.3% 40 80.0% 197 91.2% 537 724

TOTAL respcndents 474 50 216 740

Source: Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.



T
a
b
l
e
 
2
.
6
8
.

L
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
i
c
s
 
G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
:

F
i
n
a
n
c
i
a
l
 
A
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
 
b
y
 
T
y
p
e
 
o
f
 
S
u
p
p
o
r
t

a
n
d
 
T
y
p
e
 
o
f
 
A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
 
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
 
A
t
t
e
n
d
e
d
,

1
9
7
3
.

,
.

T
y
p
e
 
o
f
 
S
u
p
p
o
r
t

T
o
t
a
l

R
e
c
e
i
v
i
n
g
 
A
i
d

N
o
.

%

T
o
t
a
l

G
r
a
d
 
S
t
u
d
s

E
n
r
o
l
l
e
d

T
y
p
e
 
o
f
 
a
c
a
d
 
i
n
s
t
:

h
i
g
h
e
s
t

l
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
i
c
s
 
d
e
g
r
e
e
 
o
f
f
e
r
e
d

T
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
A
s
s
t

N
o
.

%

R
e
s
 
A
s
s
t

N
o
.

%

F
e
l
l
o
w
s
h
i
p
s

N
o
.

%

O
t
h
e
r

N
o
.

%

P
h
D
 
i
n
 
l
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
i
c
s
:

1
4
 
m
o
s
t

p
r
e
s
.
 
d
e
p
t
s

1
2
9

3
6
.
2

5
8

1
6
.
3

1
6
6

4
6
.
6

3
0
.
8

3
5
6

4
7
.
2

7
5
4

O
t
h
e
r
 
d
e
p
t
s
 
&
 
p
r
o
g
s

1
0
0

4
0
.
7

2
4

9
.
8

9
2

3
7
.
4

3
0

1
2
.
2

2
4
6

4
7
.
2

5
2
1

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
 
i
n
 
l
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
i
c
s

1
2

1
0
0
.
0

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
2

7
.
1

1
6
9

L
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
i
c
s
 
m
a
j
o
r
s
 
a
n
d
 
m
i
n
o
r
s
a

2
3

2
3
.
5

1
0

1
0
.
2

6
3

6
4
.
3

2
2
.
0

9
8

1
9
.
1

5
1
3

'
L
i
n
g
.

m
i
n
o
r
s

3
3

7
1
.
7

3
6
.
5

5
1
0
.
9

5
1
0
.
9

4
6

2
6
.
7

1
7
2

:
O
T
A
L

2
9
7

3
9
.
2

9
5

1
2
.
5

3
2
6

4
3
.
0

4
0

5
.
3

7
5
8

3
5
.
6

2
1
2
9

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

1
4
.
0

4
.
5

1
5
.
3

1
.
9

S
o
u
r
c
e
:

S
u
r
v
e
y
 
o
f
 
L
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
i
c
s
,
 
D
e
p
t
 
a
n
d
 
P
r
o
g
 
H
e
a
d
s
,
 
1
9
7
3
.

a
/

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
c
o
m
b
i
n
e
d
 
g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
 
m
a
j
o
r
s
 
a
n
d
 
m
i
n
o
r
s
 
i
n

t
h
e
i
r
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
.



Table 2.69. Linguistics Graduate Students: Financial Assistance
by Type o-f-Support and Degree Sought, 1973.

Type of Support PhD Master's Total
No. % No. % No. %

Teaching asst-ship 77 28.2 50 38.5 127 31.5

Teaching asst & other 13 4.8 3 2.3 16 4.0

Res. asst-ship 28 10.3 15 11.5 43 10.7

Univ fellowship 47 17.2 12 9.2 59 14.6

Gov. fellowship 56 20.5 11 8.5 67 16.6

Othcr fellowships 22 8.1 6 4.6 28 7.0

Tuition 3 1.1 -- 3 0.7

Other comb 8 2.9 4 3.1 12 3.0

Other 19 7.0 29 22.3 48_ 11.9
100.1 100.0 100.0

Total receiving aid 273 57.8 130 49.4 403 54.8

Total # of students
surveyed 472 263 735

Source: Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.
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Table 2.70. Linguistics Graduate Students:
Teaching Responsibilities, 1973.

Degree Sought
Subject Taught PhD Master's Total

No. % No. --1No.

Linguistics 55 41.4 12 20.7 67 35.1
Foreign language--commonly

taught
. . _ . .

12 9.0 16 27.6 28 14.7
Foreign language-uncommonly

taught 22 16.5 10 17.2 32 16.8
English 7 5.3 3 5.2 10 5.2
ESOL 23 17.3 14 24.1 37 19.4
Anthropology 7 -

1 1.7 1 0.5
Psychology _

- - -
Combination 6 4.5 1 1.7 7 1.7
Other 8 6.0 1 1.9 9 4.7

- 100.0 99.0 - 100.1Total 133 28.2 58 22.1 191 26.0

Not teaching (or no
response) 339 72.8 205 78.0 544 74.0Total 472 -

263 _ 735 -

Reported as teaching
assistants 90 - 53 - 143 -

Teaching-assistants as
% of all students teaching 67.7 - 91.4 - 74.9 -

Source: Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.

Note: This table includes all respondents who reported having current
teaching assistantships. Thus 133 (or 28.27.) of all PhD students
responding said they were teaching at the institution at which they
were enrolled, but only 90 held teaching assistantships.
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relatively inexpensive source of labor for departments, but it is hard to say
what its effect is and will be on the demand for linguists. Departments could
respond to tight budgets by using fewer student teaChers and increasing faculty
workloads or by hiring fewer faculty and more students, both paid and unpaid.

2.5.8 Characterigtics of Graduate Students by Expected Date of Job Market Entry

Thirty-five percent of the graduate students surveyed by the LSA are already
(as of December 1973) in the job market, slightly over one-fourth of the doctoral
students, half of the master's students. Of the rest, 31% planned to seek employment
in 1974, and 34% in 1975 or later. Fifty-six percent of those entering the job
market in 1973 expected to have PhD's (percentages for later years are not
meaningful because many who will get master's degrees are not yet enrolled):
(See Table 2.71).

When asked in which field(s) they would seek employment, most listed one or
two and a few listed three fields (Table 2.72). Almost all doctoral students
planned to seek employment in linguistics. Of those now on the market 25% were
also seeking employment in the commonly taught foreign languages, 20% in TESOL,
and 17% in the uncommonly taught foreign languages. Thus a number were looking
in the language fields, but few in anthropology or psychology. Among master's
students, about 70% altogether said they would seek employment in linguistics,
but of those looking in 1973 only 61% were looking in linguistics. A full
45% were seeking jobs in TESOL, 30% in education, 27% in the commonly taught
languages, and 12% in the uncommonly taught languages. Among those not
anticipating job-hunting for two years or more, fewer expected to seek employment
in fields outside linguistics except for psychology and education.

Students about to enter the job market expressed more interest in certain
subject areas than did their younger collegues: applied linguistics, especially
TESM, and English linguistics. Slightly more also expressed interest in
sociolinguistics, theory of language, semmntics, foreign languages and anthropological
linguistics, while slightly fewer listed psycholinguistics. In general, as night
be expected, more experienced students listed more areas of interest, and the
differences just cited may reflect nothing more than the stage of progress in
graduate studies.

The majority of the PhD students entering the job market in 1973--70%--had not
published. Of the 32 who had, most had published only one or two pieces.
Thirteen had done book reviews (three had done more than one or two); 27 had
published journal articles (15 had published one or two and nine had done from
three to five articles); and ten had written books (only three had done more than
one). Only one masters degree student reported publishing (nine books).

Two-thirds, or 93 of the 136 PhD's entering the job market in 1973 reported
work experience. Sixty-six had experience in linguistics, most of them three
years or less. Sixty-fivv had worked in foreign languages; 37 had fewer than
four years experience, 17 had four to six years experience, and 13 had over six
years experience. Only eleven had worked in 'other fields such as anthropola and
psychology.
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Table 2.71. Linguistics Graduate Students: Expected Date
of Job Market Entry by Degree Souyht.

Expected Date of Job
Market Entry

Degree Sought
TotalPhD ' Master's

No. % No. % No. %

1973 136 27.9 109 52.4 245 35.2

1974 141 28.9 73 35.1 214 30.8

1975 211 43.2 26 12.5 237 34.1

TOTAL 488 100.0 208 100.0 696 100.1

Source: Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.
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We have no data on the relationship between publication record and success
in getting a job, but given the values of the academic world and the relatively
low rate of publication among students, those who have published probably have
a better chance of success. The Doctorate Records File of the NAS-NRC indicates
that experience per se (without regard to the specific type) makes little
difference: graduating PhD's with and without firm job prospects did not differ
in this regard.

Half of the 109 masters degree students entering the job market in 1973 had
experience, most in foreign languages and only twelve in linguistics.
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Chapter III

The Job Market: Supply and Demand

3.1 Enrollment and De rees in Lin uistics: Growth Trends and Pro ections

The sixties was a time of remarkable growth for linguistics as an academic
discipline: formal departments and programs, graduate enrollment, and graduate

. degrees conferred, all quadrupled in ten years. There is every indication that
expansion will continue, though not as rapidly, in the seventies: graduate
enrollment has increased and new programs have opened. The momentum of the
immediate past will probably generate increases in doctorates past 1980--we have
projected Chat 250-300 PhDs in linguistics will be awarded in 1982-83.

Expansion is significant both in estimating haw many new linguists will seek
employment, and in providing additional teaching positions. At the graduate
level, it is likely to create many more linguists than teaching jobs. Growth at
the undergraduate level, however, may provide additional opportunities for new
PhDs. Until recently linguistics was almost exclusively a graduate discipline.
Although recent growth at the undergraduate level has been even more dramatic
than at the graduate level, linguistics BA's were fewer than .03 of one percent
of all baccalaureates in 1970, and undergraduate programs were still relatively
infrequent. Apart from formal bachelor's programq and degrees conferred, it is
difficult to domment or predict growth at this level because it is unrecorded.
We do not know, for example, haw many non-majors take undergraduate linguistics
courses. We do know, however, that the number of institutions offering linguistics
courses, especially those with no linguistics degree program, is still increasing
(see section 3.1.1) and that institutions without degree programs have been one
of the better sources of jobs for linguists recently (see Table 3.13).

3.1.1 Institutional Setting

The growth of linguistics as a discipline has been reflected in formal
academic offerings. In ten years (1963-1972) the number of departments of
linguistics (or linguistics and languages) in the United States and Canada
tripled, from 17 to 52, and the number of interdepartmental programs or committees
of linguistics increased from 14 to 78. Linguistics programs customarily start .

with course offerings in language or anthropology departments. As Table 3.1 shows,
there were 46 institutions with such an arrangement in 1963, 41 in 1972. The
number fell in the mid and late sixties, but then rose again, apparently as
course offerings grew into independent departments and programs in many of the
original 46, and other institutions offered linguistics for the first time in
the early 70's. English departments were especially prominent in this process.

The number of institutions offering linguistics degrees has grown correspondingly.
Forty-five institutions now offer a PhD in linguistics, as opposed to 25 in 1963.
Thirteen offer a PhD in a related field with a linguistics concentration. The
number of institutions offering a master's degree in linguistics incressed by
250Z, from 26 to 66, and the number offering a master's in a related field with a
concentration in linguistics more than quadrupled, from 9 to 37. The number of
institutions offering a bachelor's degree in linguistics tripled (from 16 to 49),
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Table 3.1. Organization of Linguistics Departments and Programs, 1963-1972.

Organizational arrangements 1963 1966 1969-70 1971-72

Department of linguistics 13 23 31 42

Department of linguistics and
languages (or other subject) 4 8 10 12

Interdepartmental program or
committee 14 25 52 78

Linguistics courses offered in
other departments 43 29 30 39

Languages 7 4 4 2
English 14 14 17 24
Anthropology 4 7 5 4
Other 18 4 4 9

Interdepartmental courses only 3 1 11 2

TOTAL 77 86 134 173

Source: University Resources, 1963, 1966, 1969-70, 1971-72.
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and the number offering the bachelor's in a related field with a linguistics
concentration increased almost ninefold (from 4 to 35) (Table 3.2).

Even more Impressive was the increase in the number of institutions actually
conferring various linguistics degrees (Table 3.3). From 1963 to 1971,
according to Office of Education statistics, the number of universities con-
ferring linguistics PhD's increased 150%, from 12 to 29, as did the number
conferring linguistics MA's, from 19 to 51. Institutional growth in linguistics
bachelor's degrees awarded was even greater--250%, from 15 in 1963 to 54 in 1971.
The last statistic underscores the recent growth of linguistics as an under-
graduate subject. Increases in all categories were particularly great in the
late sixties and early seventies.

The growth in institutional offerings in linguistics has been accompanied by
some geographic dispersion. In 1963 almost three-quarters of U. S. institutions
offering graduate degrees in linguistics were located in the northeastern
quadrant of the country (New England, Middle Atlantic and East North Central--see
Table 3.4). Another sixth were on the west coast. In the rest of the United
States only three institutions granted d linguistics PhD and four a linguistics
caster's degree.

In 1972 the northeastern quadrant was still dominant, but less so, with half
the master's programs and two-thirds of the doctoral programs, but all other
geographic sections of the continental United States had at least two PhD and four
master's degree programs. The West Coast continued to have about one-sixth of the
graduate degree programs, but New England's share had diminished from one-fifth
to one-tenth.

Forms for the 1974 edition of University Resources were arriving as this report
was written. On the basis of the initial returns, there is no evidence of
contraction--institutions are offering at least the degrees they did in 1971-72.
There is some evidence of expansion: institutions not previously listed in
University Courses which now offer at least three basic linguistics courses and
several offering a new linguistics BA. Whether there has been some contraction
in staff is another question, however, as is whether expansion is being
accomplished by spreading the present staff thinner.

3.1.2 Graduate Enrollment in Linguistics

Growth in graduate enrollment in linguistics was enormous during the sixties:
Office of 7ducation statistics--see Table 3.5--show that it more than quadrupled--
from 407 in 1960 to 1884 in 1970. (The 1970 figure is 4.6 times the 1960 figure;
comparzble figures for overall graduate enrollment are 2.7 (356,000 to 946,000) and
for forsAgn languages 3.2 (6,310 to 20,451)). Increases were greatest early in the
decade, :';,eraging 180 students per year until 1966. Thereafter they slowed.
Betwe,111 1969 and 1970 enrollment grew by only 38 students, or 2%, but in the
following year there was an increase of 159 students, or 8%. Department and
program heads reported an overall increase of 15% between 1970 and 1972 (see
Table 3.6).

Because of the nature of our sources, we can estimate only roughly the current
graduate enrollment in linguistics. Coverage of the 1972-73 Survey of Linguistics
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Table 3.2. Number of Institutions Offering Each Linguistics Degree, 1963-1972.

102gree Offered 1963 1966 1969-70 1971-72

PhD in linguistics 25 29 39 45

PhD - linguistics concentration 9 16 17 13

Master's in linguistics 26 38 49 66

Master's - linguistics concentration 9 27 34 37

Bachelors in linguistics 16 22 40 49

Bachelors linguistics concentration 4 16 27 35

Source: University Resources, 1963, 1966, 1969-70, 1971-72.
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Table 3.3. Number of Institutions Conferring
Linguistics Degrees, 1956-1971.

Year (fiscal) Bach.
No. of institutions

PhDMaster's

1956 12 11 9
1957 11 11 8
1958 10 13 11
1959 16 12 9
1960 16 19 12
1961 18 17 12
1962 16 20 11
1963 15 19 12
1964 15 20 13
1965 15 24 18
1966 25 33 26
1967 25 38 22
1968 30 41 27
1969 36 46 22
1970 49 47 24
1971 54 '51 29

Source: U. S. Office of Education, Earned Degrees Conferred.
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Table 3.4. Location of Institutions Offering PhD and Master's Degree
in Linguistics, 1963-1972.

1963 1966 1969-70 1971-72
Master's PhD Master's PhD Master's PhD Master's PhD

NEW ENGLAND 5 5 4 5 4 6 5 6
(Conn, Maine, Mass,
N.H., R.I., Vermont)

MIDDLE ATLANTIC NORTH 4 6 7 6 a 7 12 10
(N.J., N.Y., Penn)

EAST NORTH CENTRAL 6 s 8 6 10 10 13 10
(Ill, Ind, Mich,
Ohio, Wisconsin)

MIDDLE ATLANTIC SOUTH 3 2 3 1 3 1 3 1
(Del, D.C., Md, W.Va)

SOUTHEAST 1 1 1 1 3 3 6 3
(Ala, Fla, Ga, Ky,
Miss, NC, SC, Va,
Tenn)

WEST SOUTH CENTRAL 2 2 2 2 3 2 4 2
(Ark, La, Okla, Tex)

WEST NORM( CENTRAL 1 - 2 1 4 2 6 4
(Iowa, Kan, Minn, Mo,
Neb, ND, SD)

MOUNTAIN - 2 - 3 1 4 3
(Ariz, Colo, Idaho,
Mont, Nev,Nm, Utah,
wyo)

PACIFIC
(calif, Ore, Wash)

4 4 s 6 10 6 12 6

NON-CONTIGUOUS - - 1 1 1 1 1 1
(Alas, Canal Zone,
Guam, Haw, Puerto .

Rico, Virgin Islands)

TOTAL 26 25 38 29 49 39 66 46

Source: University Resources, 1963, 1966, 1969-70, 1971-72.
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Table 3.5. Enrollment for Advanced Degrees in Linguistics, 1960-1971.

1960 1961 196211963 1964 1965 1966 1967 19681969 1970 1971

Enrollment 407 558 739 882 1083 1298 1482 1567 1740 1846 1884 2043

Increase 151 181 143 201 215 184 85 173 106 38 159
Percent of
increase 37.1 32.4 19.4 22.8 19.9 14.2 5.7 11.0 6.1 2.1 8.4

Source: U.S. Office of Education, Enrollment for Advanced Degrees

Table 3.6. Graduate Enrollment in Responding Linguistics
Departments and Programs, 1967-1972.

1967 1970 1972

Total 1318 1588 1823
Percent of
increase 20.5 14.8

Source: Survey of Linguistics Dept. and Prog. Heads, 1973.

Note: Includes programs which reported no students in
1967 and/or 1970 but only those programs which responded
for all three years.
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Department and Program Heads was incomplete both as to institutions and departments
within them. Office of Education enrollment statistics end in 1971; although
they are complete as far as they go, they tecord as linguistics students only
those so considered by their registrars. Even though the percentage may be
diminishing with the growth of linguistics departments, some linguists in training
still remain in other departments and are recorded as students of English, foreign
languages, etc. The situation is further complicated in that linguistics minors
in these departments may or may not pursue it--depending on circumstances and the
positions available when they seek employment. Thus, the most we could know is
the number of potential linguists. Moreover, different universities use
different systems of classification.

Nonetheless, by combining OE statistics with data on percentage increases in
enrollment from the survey of department and vrogram heads, we can project a .

minimum of 2167 linguistics students in 1972, and by considering the percentage
of recent graduates in the 1970 NRSTP who majored in linguistics, we can further
project a maximum of 2968.2 It is impossible to know where in between the actual
figure lies, but, given current patterns of linguistics training, there must be
at least 2400 students. What is striking about this conservative estimate is
that--allowing for overlap--thers are two-thirds as many linguists now in
training as are already working.

1/ Both our departmental respondents and the Office of Education reported a 20%
increase in graduate enrollment between 1967 and 1970. If the 15% increase
between 1970 and 1972 reported by our respondents is projected onto the 1970
OE figure (the most recent available) of 1884 students, then the 1972 OE figure
would be 2167 students. At the percentages given in Section 2.5.1 (40% MA
students and 60% PhD students) 867 would be seeking a master's and 1300 a
doctorate. This figure is a minimum because of the reporting system described
above.

2/ Of those linguists in the 1970 NRSTP who received their degrees between 1967
and 1970, 78% of the MA's majored in linguistics and 70% of the PhD's with no
upward trend during the four years. The percentage may have risen since then
with the increased number of linguistics departments (32% between 1969 and 1971,
for example). However, students whose interest in linguistics is focussed on a
single language may have remained in language departments, retaining a language
major. If we assume that those majoring in linguistics still represent 78% of
the NA students and 70% of the doctoral students, we get what is likely a maximum
of 1111 students seeking an NA and 1857 seeking a PhD, or a total of 2968.
3/ The overlap between work force and graduate students is about 11% according to
the LSA membership Survey (41 of 364 respondents in the work force were students).
Thus 339 of our estimated 3000 in the work force would be students, leaving
2061 students not in the work force.
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Given the recent and rather sudden changes in the job market for linguists and
the availability of university funding, past increases in enrollment are useful
principally for estimating the current number of graduate students but not for
projecting future changes. The only data available on this subject are from
department and program heads responding to our survey. They indicated no plans
to cut back graduate enrollment in 1973-74; instead they plaaned sTall increases--1-
2% for doctoral students and 8% for master's students, 5% overall.i

3.1.3 Graduate Degrees in Linguistics

The number of linguistics degrees conferred has also increased greatly since
1960, as Table 3.7 shows. Between 1960 and 1970 alone the number of graduate degrees
grew three-or four-fold. Growth is illustrated even more dramatically in Table 3.8,
which shows that the number of linguistics PhDs conferred in three years after 1970
was half as many again as were awarded from 1936 to 1969. Continuing at the 1972
rate, there would be 316 more as of June 1974 bringing the total in the last five
years to 779, or 80% of the number conferred in all the thirty-three years preceding.

On the basis of the Office of Education's Projections of Educational Statictics
to 1982-83 we have projected the number of linguistics PhDs to that date in the
left-hand column be1ow.3 Estimates by department heads of the number of PhDs they

1/ There was no discernible differences as to the type of institution (PhD-granting
vs. MA-granting, fourteen most prestigious vs. others,etc.) In the late sixties
increases in enrollment were most marked at PhD-granting institutions other than
the fourteen most prestigious, but this was probably a function of the increased
number of new PhD progrnmq, since their increases were only average between
1970 and 1972.
2/ Years reported in the Doctorate Records File are fiscal years, ending in June.
3/ Linguistics doctorates have been a relatively stable percentage of doctorates
in the categories of social sciences, humanities, and letters for the last seven
years (linguistics is a subcategory of the latter two). It has varied year by
year since linguistics doctorates have gone in spurts (see Table 3.7) but there
has been no trend either up or down during this period. The statistics above
were obtained by applying Lhese percentages to Office of Education projections for
the larger categories.

These projections dif!.er from those published in earlier, interim reports of
the Manpower Survey because earlier figures were based on projections made in 1970.
In the 1973 edition projections have been cut back to account for changing trends
in graduate enrollment, which is increasing but not as much as formerly
anticipated. Whatever the reasons--a poor job market for PhDs, a decrease in
available financial aid perhaps--our estimates assume a similar response on the
part of potential students of linguistics.
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Table 3.7. Degrees Conferred in Linguistics, 1955-1971, by Level.

Year Bachelor's1 Master's 1 PhD1 PhD2

1955-56 38 41 18 *
1956-57 25 31 16 *
1957-58 20 73 30 42
1958-59 31 72 21 28
1959-60 57 70 26 46
1960-61 41 90 31 46
1961-62 64 105 33 46
1962-63 54 103 38 45
1963-64 57 114 48 64
1964-65 67 173 60 72
1965-66 113 229 84 99
1966-67 132 232 70 92
1967-68 126 340 97 114
1968-69 192 343 90 114
1969-70 220 338 109 137

% 1970-71 254 352 150 176
1971-72 ** ** ** 158

Sources: 1/U.S. Offire of Education, Earned Degrees Conferred
2/NAS-NRC, Doctorate Records File

* Not comparable
**Not available

Note: Office of Education statistics are reported by university
registrars, while the Doctorate Records File respondents are
graduating PhD's, who classify themselves; hence the larger num-
bers in the last column.
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Table 3.8. Number of Linguistics
PhDs, 1936-1974.

Years
a

No. of PhD's

1936-1939 8
1940-1949 14
1950-1959 177
1960-1969 738

Subtotal 937

1970-1972 463
1973-1974b (316)

Subtotal 779

TOTAL 1716

Source! NAS-NRC, Doctorate Records File

a/Years by fiscal year, ending in June.

b/Estimated at 1972 level of 158.
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expect to award, extrapolated to cover non-respondents, 1
appear in the right hand

column.

Year Projections

1972-73 163-195
1973-74 194-220
1974-75 198-248
1975-76 226-260
1976-77 244-276
1977-78 222-271
1978-79 226-273
1979-80 231-278
1980-81 235-284
1981-82 242-290
1982-83 246-296

Dept. Head Estimates

202
243
254

Where within these ranges the number is likely to fall depends on whether
linguistics PhDs follow the pattern of the social sciences (low figures) or the
humanities (high figuxus). Projections based on letters, the subcategory of
humanities which includes linguistics, are slightly under the high figures until
1978-79, then are the high figures.

Projections are essentially extensions of lines on a graph: they assume that
the future will be like the past. We made no projections on graduate enrollment
for this reason: too man,7 new factors have recently entered the picture. With
doctorates, however, we can be more camfortable with projections. The median
time lapse between receipt of a BA and the PhD in linguistics is nine years.
All of the students who will receive linguistics doctorates up to 1976, most
who will get them by 1980, and a good half of those who will get them between
1980 and 1983 are already enrolled. Graduate enrollment increased steadily
through 1972-73, and our departmental respondetits indicated plans for Slight
increases for 1973-74. Thus there is every reason to expect that the number of
PhDs will rise in accordance with the minimum numbers of the projections at least.

Linguistics PhDs have always been concentrated at a sivall number of universities.
As Table 3.9 shows, fifty'petcentcif the linguistics PhDs graduated between
1967 and 1971 came from eight universities and 67% from thirteen institutions.
Their enrollment levels are thus of particular interest. As of 1966 these
institutions accounted for almost the same percentage of graduate enrollment as of
PhDs granted, according to Office of Education statistics.

1/ The actual numbers anticipated by our respondents were 116, 140 and 146 for
the three years respectively. From 1967 to 1971 these departments accounted for
57.5% of all linguistics PhDs awarded. The figures above assume they will continue
to produce that percentage of all PhDs. With the growth of new departments this
seems a conservative estimate.
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Table 3.9. Major Producers of Ph.D.'s in Linguistics: 1967-1971.

Institution
Total
Awards

Cumulative Totals
Number Percentage

1. Uni.-versity of Michigan 63 63 10.0
2. University of Texas 53 116 18.3
3. Georgetown University 39 155 24.5
4. Indiana University 39 194 30.7
5. Univ. of California, Los Angeles 32 226 35.7
6. University of Pennsylvania 30 256 40.4
7. Cornell University 29 285 45.0
8. Harvard University 29 314 49.6
9. Univ. of California, Berkeley 26 340 53.7
10. Stanford University . 23 363 57.4
11. Massachusetts Inst. of Technology 21 384 60.712. Columbia University 20 404 63.8
13. University of Rochester 20 424 67.0

Source: NAS-NRC; Doctorate Records File.
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As of 1970 the first eight accounted for a little over a third of graduate
enrollment and the first thirteen for about half; their enrollment had fallen
off by about 75 students, while enrollment overall had risen by over 25%
(400 students). This falling off trend appears to have reversed since 1970,
however: statistics collected by the Linguistics Society of America and the
Center for Applied Linguistics for 1972 and 1973 indicate that enrollment at
these schools--in absolute numbers--is up over its 1970 level, although not
quite back to the 1966 level. Meanwhile other institutions, e.g., Illinois,
Hawaii, San Diego, have enrolled large numbers of doctoral students. Almost all
planned to maintain their doctoral enrollment at present levels or increase it
slightly in 1973-74.

Master's degrees awarded in the past also appear in Table 3.7. The number
increased greatly in the mid-sixties--trebling between 1964 and 1968--then
seemed to stabilize at about 350 degrees per year. We have not attempted to
project future master's degrees, in part because of this unstable past pattern
and in part because that information would not be particularly useful. The
linguistics MA is not the highly specialized degree that the PhD is, and master's
graduates can more readily shift into other areas. The e sree usually requires
one year full-time equivalent work, so shifts may occur quickly. Moreover, one
possible response to a poor market for master's recipients may be to remain in
graduate school. At this juncture it is impossible to say more than that present
enrollment appears to be undiminished, that our departmental respondents planned a
modest increase in their 1973-74 master's level enrollment, and that therefore we
can expect at least 350 new MA's a year for the next few years.

3.1.4 Linguistics.at the Undergraduate Level

Linguistics was almost exclusively a graduate discipline in the past, and is
only no* taking root on the undergraduate level. The number of linguistics BA's
per year has always been fewer than the number of MA's, occasionally even fewer
than the number of PhD's. The percentage of linguistics degrees among all
baccalaureates has always been minute--less than .03 of one percent, but their
number increased six times (from 41 to 254) in the last ten years recorded by
the Office of Education. Growth was slow until 1966--fewer than 70 degrees per-
year; but in the next five years it was extremely rapid. Statistics on under-
graduate programs indicate that such expansion may continue. In 1963 University
Resources listed 16 institutions offering a BA in linguistics; in 1971-72 the
number was 49; and most of the changes in the forthcaming edition involve new
BA prograns and non degree offering programs. (See Tables 3.2 and 3.7)

Until recently almost all BA prograns were associated with graduate departments
of linguistics (14 of the 16 in the 1963 University Resources); even now most
are (34 of the 49 in the current edition), but the number of exclusively under-
graduate linguistics prograns will increase considerably in the forthcoming
edition. Interestingly, a number of the institutions listed in Earned Degrees
Conferred as having conferred linguistics BA's during the late fifties and early
sixties are not known by the compilers of University Resources to have had any
regular linguistics program: either the degrees were in some distinct subject,
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such as philology or resulted from special arrangements for individual students.1
By the late sixties linguistics BA's were almost exclusively from institutions
listed in University Resources. Most were from schools with graduate programs.

Linguistics department and programs heads reported enrollment in their
introductory courses as summarized in Table 3.10. The increase was rapid
between 1967 and 1970--13% per year, even more so between 1970 and 1972-17.5%
per year, but that expected for 1973 was only a little over 4%. It is impossible
to say whether this is a temporary slowdown or stabilization after a period of
exceptional growth but growth does continue.

The infrequency of linguistics on the undergraduate level coupled with its
recent growth is significant for two reasons. First, if undergraduate expansion
continues, it umy provide a source of employment for linguists even in the face
of declining college enrollments; there is obviously room for such expansion
since even now relatively few institutions offer linguistics. Second, tfie vast
majority of graduate linguistics students today hold baccalaureates in subjects
other than linguistics. No large influx of linguistics BA's into graduate
programs will occur in the near future, but increasing numbers could eventually
require the re-organization of graduate programs to a more advanced level.
Students with undergraduate linguistics degrees could also afford to take more
courses in other d2partments, thus preparing themselves for inter-disciplinary
work.

3.2 The Supply of Linguists

As of early 1973 there were approximately 3000 working linguists, 1800 of them
PhDs, according to our estimates. In the next ten years the number of PhDs alone
may double. Table 3.11 shows the net increase projected per year based on high
and law projections of doctorates, with adjustments for death, retirement and
the return of non-citizens to their awn countries.

The projections of doctorates are discussed in Section 3.1.3, and the estimate
of the number of linguists in the work force in Section 2.2. Death and retirement
were calculated as 1.5% of the work force per year, based on estimates for the
national population of college teachers and our own c4lcu1ations based on the
age distribution of PhD linguists in the 1970 NRSTP. This may be an even less
likely source of vacancies than Table 3.11 indicates. Although age distribution

1/ Thus there may have been even fewer linguistics BA's than recorded in Table
3.7 for these years.
2/ We calculated that 1.6% would die or retire, but that estimate is probably
high for the reasons tiven in the text below, so we adopted the figure of Bolt,
Kolton and Levine, "Doctoral Feed-Back into Higher Education," Science, Vol. 148,
(May 14, 1965), pp. 918-28. Cartter, "Faculty Needs and Resources in American
Higher Education," in Bressler, ed., American Higher Education: Prospects and
Choices, The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Vol.
-404(NOTrember, 1972), p. 81, uses 1.4%.
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Table 3.10. Enrollment in Introductory Course in Linguistics in
Responding Institutions, 1967, 1970, 1972, estimated 1973.

Year 1967 1970 1972
f

est. 1973

Enrollment 4932 7217 9960 10,400

No. increase 2283 2743
J 440

%increase per year 13.0 17.5 I 4.4

Source: Survey of Linguistics Dept and Prog Heads, 1973.
(89 institutions responding)
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Table 3.11 Net Increases in Doctoral Work Fbrce, 1973-1983

(a) Based on Minimum Projections of Doctorates

'Tear Base
Losses by

Death/ketirementa Net PhDs
b

Net Increase

1972-73 1800 27 139 112
1973-74 1912 29 165 136
197475 2048 31 169 138
1975-76 2186 33 193 160
1976-77 2346 35 208 173
1977-78 2519 38 189 151
1978-79 2670 40 193 153
1979-80 2823 42 197 155
1980-81 2978 45 200 155
1981-82 3133 47 206 159
1982-83 3292 49 210 161

Average net increase: 150 per year

(b) Based on Maximum Projections of Doctorates

1972-73 1800 27 166 139
1973-74 1939 29 187 158
1974-75 2097 31 211 180
1975-76 2277 34 222 168
1976-77 2465 37 235 198

231 1911977-78
1978-79
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83

2663 40
2854 43 233
3044 46 237
3235 49 242
3428 51 247
3624 54 252

Average net increase: 184 per year

190
191
193
196
198

2/At rate of 1.5% per year

h/Projected number of linguistics doctorates less non-citizens leaving this

country, estimated at 14.8 % of the total PhDs graduating.
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didnot change significantly in the National Register between 1964 and 1970,
LSA members surveyed in 1973 who held the PhD were younger than those surveyed
by the National Register in 1970, and the addition of large numbers of new PhDs
to the work force is likely to weight it toward younger linguists. Furthermore,
we assumed that all linguists would retire upon reaching 70, and half on reaching
66, but in the 1970 National Register, of nine PhDs over 70, seven were still
working (six full-time), and of 23 between the ages of 66 and 69, all were working.

The effects of immigration and emigration are almost impossible to calculate,
because of factors such as government policy and the job market both here and
abroad. It was necessary;however, to make some allowance for non-citizen PhDs
returning to their own countries; using some arbitrary assunptions, we chose the
figure 14.87..1 Other factors not included in Table 3.11 are immigration of
linguists already holding doctorates,2 emigration of American PhDs,3 and transfers
in and out of the field, none of which are predictable. The last-mentioned in
particular is likely to fluctuate with the availability of jobs.

One further source of information is our graduate student survey, which asked
respondents when they expected to seek permanent employment. The results, both

11 Statistics from the Doctorate Records File show that of PhDs in linguistics
conferred from 1967 to 1971, 23.1% went to non-citizens with no trend up or down
during this period. They also show that the postdoctoral plans of these non-citizer
were as follows:

Job commitment in U.S. 56 38.4%
Job commitment abroad 44 30.1%
Uncertain 31 38.4%
Further training 9 6.2%
Unknown 6 4.1%

The current work force (at all degree levels) consists of 8% non-citizens, according
to the LSA Membership Survey, and 9.1% non-citizens according to the 1970 NRSTP.
(These statistics were used only as general reference points.) In estimating how
many non-citizens leave this country, we assumed arbitrarily that 10% of those
remaining would be non-citizens (some will presumably become naturalized). To
maintain this ratio, 14.8% of the total--about two-thirds of the non-citizens--
would have to leave.
2/ Ten of 283 PhDs in the LSA Membership Survey, or 3.5% held doctorates from
foreign universities. Six were citizens, four not.
3/ According to the Doctorate Records File, postdoctoral plans of American citizens
graduat!mg with linguistics PhDs (1967-1971) were as follows:

Job commitment in U. S. 328 69.2%
Job commitment abroad 37 7.8%
Uncertain 70 14.8%
Further training 30 6.3%
Unknown 9 1.9%

Jobs abroad may be temporary, of course.
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from the survey itself and as extrapolated to cover non-respondents, appear in
Table 3.12.1 The time periods are not comparable with those of our other estimates,
but the extrapolated figures are obviously larger than our projections. Some
students may drop out without getting degrees, others will take longer than they
had planned, and still others will seek employment before receiving their degrees.
Still, the figures indicate that our estimates for the near future are conservative,
given the number of respondents known to be on the market.

It is impossible to estimate future increases in the linguistics work force
at the master's level because of factors already mentioned: the greater
likelihood of transfers out of the field, the possibility of remaining in
graduate school, and the sl,ortness of the time within which shifts can take place.
The most that can be said is that there are an estimated 1200 linguists in the
work force at the paster's level or below, that few are anywhere near retirement
age (see Table 2.3); and that we can expect about 350 MA graduates per year
in the near future. Table 3.12 ShOYS when respondents to our graduate student
survey expect to seek permanent employment: about 350 per year (estimated) will
be on the market in 1973 ane. 1974.

3.3.1 Demand as Reflected by the Current Employment of Linguists

The current employm,..nt of linguists is almost entirely academic. It is inter-
dependent with employment in the language disciplines, and overlaps--but only
slightly--a long list of other fields. This in a nutshell, is the present demand.

Chapter II describes the employment of linguists in detail. Here we need only
summarize. Currently 80-85 of all employed linguists and 90% of those holding
PhDs are at colleges and umver,Aties. Overwhelmingly their principal work
activity is teaching. Half are at institutions offering a linguistics doctorate,
another fourth at the other end of the scale, in institutions with the smallest
programc--no major or graduate minor in linguistics. Linguistics has scarcely
made an impact on two-year institution, however: they employ fewer than 1%
of linguists with PhDs, fewer than 27 of all working linguists. Only a handful
of linguists are post-doctoral fellows or research associates. About a quarter
of -Jur graduate students respondents were teaching, more in languages than
linguistics; they wee teacuing linguistics in numbers equivalent to about 8%
of the work force.

Only one-quarter cf ns_ademically employed linguists are in departments of
linguistics, while almwc half are in language departments--principally English
(22%) and commonly taught languages (19%). Over half teadh at least one foreign
language, ESOL, or English course. Those in miscellaneous Other departments

. total eighteen percent, the only sizable number (8%) in anthropology, while
15 percent taught courses in these other fields. Many of our respondents in

1/ Recall that these respondents may or may not be representative. Extrapolations
are based on our estimate of 2400 graduate students, 60% seeking a PhD and 40% a
master's, i.e., 1440 PhD students of whom our 448 respondents are 31.1% and 960
MA students, of whom our respondents are. 23.3%.
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Table 3.12. Linguistics Graduate Students: Expected Date
of Labor Market Entry, as of March, 1973.

Degree Sought
,

Expected date of
labor market entry

PhD maqtpr'c
Survey Projecteda

..,
Survey Projected-:

Feb. 1973-Jan. 1974
Feb. 1974-Dec. 1974
Jan. 1975 and afterb

106 341
131 421
211 678

80 343
83 356
61 261

TOTAL 448 1440 224 960

Source: Linguistics Graduate Student Survey, 1973.

a/ Based on estimate of total 2400 graduate students, 60% seeking
PhD, 40% a master's.

b/ Plus others not yet enrolled.
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the latter category identified themselves with other disciplines. In contrast
to the situation with languages, strong disciplinary boundaries seem to separate
linguistics from the social sciences.

Linguists working at non-academic institutions are scattered through the
federal government, elementary and secondary schools, private businesses, and
various non-profit organizations. As compared with academically-employed
linguists, more report specializing in TESOL and computational linguistics,
fewer in historical and comparative linguistics (exclusively an academic area)
and the theoretical specialties. The primary work activity of most is teaching
or administration. Between 1964 and 1970, when employment at universities was
readily available, the number of linguists employed outside remained stable,
declining as a percentage of the work force from 237 to 17% (from 117 to 9%
for PhDs). Although the academic boom has ended, non-academic employment has
remained at its 1970 level. We have no evidence that positions are going
empty in either sector.
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3.3.2 Demand as Reflected by Recent Hiring

Recent hiring of linguistics PhDs has maintained the pattern described in the
last section: heavily academic employment concentrated in institutions with the
largest linguistics programs (PhD-granting) and the smallest (no major or
graduate minor). See Table 3.13.

Academic hiring peaked in 1970, according to department and program heads
responding to the CAL/LSA survey:

No. of linguistics
hired in responding
departments/programs

80

70160
.50

40
30
20

X\
68 69 70 71 72

New positions played a crucial role: about one-fourth of the total faculty and
547, of those hired over the last five years hold positions newly created within
that period. Our departmental respondents reported a total gain of 179 new
positions, an average increase of 30% in total staff, between September 1967 and
August 1972 (Table 3.14). Almost half of the new positions were in the PhD-
granting institutions. Altogether, 53.9% of the positions filled were newly
created, and 42.57 were being re-filled, with no differences among types of
insitutions. (Table 3.15).

There is no indication that this situation will continue. A breakdown by
years showed that the number of new positions gained each year correlated
closely with hiring, peaking in 1970, and dropping off in 1972 to the 1967 level.
Department and program heads reported Chat they have experienced virtually no
difficulty in finding qualified faculty since 1970. Furthermore, as of winter
1973, only four of the 110 linguistics programs responding reported budgeted but
unfilled positions. Three of these involved special circumstances.1

Most academic hiring reported was at the assistant professor level or below.
The questionnaire did not elicit information on promotions, but the figures in
Table 3.16 indicate that senior positions, especially at the level of full

1/ One "was made available recently and there will be no problem filling it;"
another required a last-minute replacement; and a third involved disagreement
among the departments involved.

134

126



T
a
b
l
e
 
3
.
1
3
.

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
r
 
T
y
p
e
 
o
f
 
D
o
c
t
o
r
a
l
 
L
i
n
g
u
i
6
t
s

H
i
r
e
d
,
'
1
9
7
0
-
1
9
7
3
.

e
 
o
f
 
E
m
p
l
o
y
e
r

P
h
D
 
L
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
s
 
R
a
z
e
d

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e

A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
:

(
b
y
 
h
i
g
h
e
s
t
 
l
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
i
c
 
d
e
g
r
e
e
 
o
f
f
e
r
e
d
)

S
u
b
t
o
t
a
l
s

S
u
b
t
o
t
a
l
s

P
h
D
:

1
4
 
m
o
s
t
 
p
r
e
s
t
i
g
i
o
u
s
 
d
e
p
t
s
.

1
4

1
3
%

P
h
D
:

O
t
h
e
r
 
d
e
p
t
s
.
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

2
9

2
6
%

P
h
:

l
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
i
c
s
:

s
u
b
t
o
t
a
l

4
3

3
9
%

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
 
i
n
 
l
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
i
c
s

1
0

9
%

B
a
c
h
.
 
i
n
 
l
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
i
c
s

4
4
%

P
h
D
 
o
r
 
M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
 
i
n
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 
m
a
j
o
r
 
w
i
t
h

c
o
n
c
e
n
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
 
l
i
n
g
u
i
s
t
i
c
s

4
4
%

O
t
h
e
r
 
f
o
u
r
 
y
e
a
r
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

3
9

3
5
%

T
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

-
-

.

A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
 
s
u
b
t
o
t
a
l

1
0
0

9
1
%

N
o
n
-
A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c

F
e
d
e
r
a
l
 
g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t

2
2
%

E
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y
 
o
r
 
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y
 
s
c
h
o
o
l

2
2
%

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
b
u
s
i
n
e
s
s

3
3
%

O
t
h
e
r

3
3
%

N
o
n
-
A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
 
s
u
b
t
o
t
a
l

1
0

9
%

T
O
T
A
L

1
1
0

1
1
0

1
0
1
%

1
0
0
%

S
o
u
r
c
e
:

L
S
A
 
M
e
m
b
e
r
s
h
i
p
 
S
u
r
v
e
y
,
 
1
9
7
3
.



Table 3.14. Positions Gained as Percentage of Total Staff in Linguistics
Departments and Programs, 1967-1972.

Type of academic institution
(:ey highest linguistics
degree offered)

Staff
Aug 1967

Neta
Inbrease
1967-72

%

Increase
Staffb

Sept 1972

Increase
as % of ._

Present Staff

PhD in linguistics

14 most prestigious depts 112 32 28.6 144 22.2
Other 125 40 32.0 . 165 24.2

Master's in linguistics 69 15 21.7 84 17.9
Bachelor's in linguistics 34 16 47.1 50 32.0
PhD Or Master's in another
major with concentration
in linguistics 93 32 34.4 125 25.6

Other four-year institutions 66 16 24.2 82 19.5

TOTAL 499 151 30.3 650 23.2

Source: Survey of Linguistics Dept and Prog Heads, 1973.

a/ Positions gained less positions lost.
b/ Total staff for 1972-73 minus positions for which the turnover vs. gain status
is unknown (affects 12 positions). Staff members at non-responding institutions
not included.
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Table 3.15. Positions Gained vs. Turnover in Linguistics
Departments and Programs, 1967-1972,

Type of academic institution
(by hithest linguistics
degree offered)

Positions
Gained Turnover

No
Report Total

.
, . ..

PhD in linguistics..

14 most prestigious depts
Other .

aster'sin linguistics
achelor's in linguistics
1115 or Master's in another_
majOr with concentration_
,in linguistics

Other four-year institutions

1T3

OTAL

.

43
41
21
19

35
20

32

41
20
11

22
15

-
-

-

(4)

-

75
82

41

34

57
43

179

(53.90
141

(42.51,)

(12)

(3.e
332

100.at

Source: Survey of Linguistics Dept and Prog Heads, 1973.
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Table 3.16. Rank of Linguists Hired by Linguistics
Departments and Programs, 1967-1972.

Rank

_

Linguists Hired

Over-all CompositionNo. %

Instructor 44 13.3
.2%6{

Lecturer 9 2.7

Assistant Professor 195 58.7 35.7%

Associate Professor 59 17.8 28.1%

Full Professor 25 7.5 30.1%

TOTAL 332 100.0 100.1

Source: Survey of Linguistics Department and Program EQads, 1973
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professor, tend to be filled from within departments. The relatively high
percentage of instructors and lecturers hired, as compared with their proportion
to the staff as a whole, reflects the high level of turnover in these positions.

Table 3.17 shows the principal areas of specialization of the linguists hired
by responding departments and programs (the total number reported is more than
the number hired, because some had more than one). The only area of concentration
is foreign languages, and the only areas represented by more than 10% of the
linguists hired are general linguistics, syntax, and phonology. Comparison
with the areas of specialization of individuals indicates a distribution1 roughly
similar except that psycholinguistics, although of high current interest to
individuals, accounted for fewer than 4% of those hired, and applied linguistics
accounted for very few of those hired.4 The overall similarity of distribution
may mean that supply and demand have been in the same proportions in most areas,
or that departments and programs hire persons rather than specialties. Their
comments point toward the latter.

Table 3.18 gives the breakdown by language of those hired by linguistics
departments and progroms as foreign language and linguistics specialists.
About 40% (29 of 73) werc in the commonly taught languages or language families,
8% in Indo-European. Chinese, Japanese, and African languages accounted for
another 27% among them, while no.oLher languages were represented by more than two
people hired. This situation reflects the fact that uncommonly taught languages
are more likely to be housed in linguistics departments than are commonly-taught
languages, but the contrast between Far Eastern and African languages and
others is noteworthy.

3.3.3 Funding

The funding of linguistics programs and salaries is far too couplicated a
subct for this study, but limited informatiou is available.

First, respondents to the Survey of Lin
indicated that their faculty salary money
university funds (91 of 105 respoading to
said 95%). See Tab: 3.19 for a complete

guistics Department and Program Heads
comes almost entirely from general
this question said 100%, another 6
breakdown.

Second, twenty percent of the linguists included in the 1970 National Register
reported receiving some federal support for their work. Half of these were
funded by education programs, the rest by defense, health and international
programs, in that order. See Table 3.20. Non-citizens were represented among
those receiving support in the same proportions as they appeared in the
Register itself.

1/See Table 2.15. Percentages are higher in all categories there because
individual respondents listed two, three or occasionally four areas, while
department and program heads listed only one, occasionnally two.
2/ Setting TESOL aside. There was also a great discrepancy in the category of
English linguistics but many specialists in this area are in departments of
English, most of which were not covered by our survey.
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Table 3.17. Areas of Specialization of.Linguists Hired by Linguistics
Departments and Programs, 1967-1972.

Area No:-7-----3

General linguistics 35 10.5
Historical and comparative linguistics 17 5.1
Sociolinguistics/dialectology 24 7.2
Mis. topics in general.linguistics 3 0.9
Theory of language 26 7.8
Syntax ,

Phonology
38
36

11.5
10.8

Semantics 6 1.8 .

Other theoretical 3 0.9
Applied linguistics (general) 4 1.2
Linguistics and education 2 0.6
TESOL 22 6.6
Other applied linguistics 1 0.3
English linguistics 16 4.8
Foreign language/linguistics 81 24.4
Phonetics 12 3.6
Psycbolinguistics 12 3.6
Anthropolcwical linguistics 12 3.6
Computational linguistics 8 2.4
Mathematics] linguistics 2 0.6

ToTAL number of linguists hired 332

Source: Survey of Linguistics Departments and Program Heads, 1973.
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Table 3.18. Foreign Language Specialists, Hired by
Linguistics Departments and Programs 1967-1972.

Language Specialty 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 NR Total

Indo European 1 1 3 1 6
Classics . 1 1 2

French 1 2 3
Spanish 1 1 2
German 3 3
Russian 1 1 2

Romance 1 1 4 2 1 9
Germanic 1 1 2 4
Slavic 1 3 4

South Asian 1 1
Dravidian 1 1

Chinese 3 1 1 1 6
Japanese 2 2 4
Arabic 1 1
iebrew 1 1
Far Eastern 1 1
Semitic 1 1 2

kfrican 2 2 5 1 10
Southeast Asian 2 2
7ietnamese 1 1 2
lalayo-Polynesian 1 1 2
1.1donesian

1 1
?hilippine . 1 1
Nelynesian 1 1
layan 1 1
:reoles/Pidgins

!MAL 3 14 10 24 8 3 11 73

ource: Survey of Linguistics Departments and Program Heads, 1973.
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Table 3.19. Sources of Funds for Academic Linguistic Positions, 1973.

le of Academic Institution
( highest linguistics
Iree offered)

Sources
Gen. Univ.

Funds Federal Foundation Other

): in linguistics
LA most prestg. depts

9 100%
2 95% 5%
1 85% 10% 5%
1 70% 30%

)ther depts & progs.
11 100%
3 95% 5%
1 87% 13%

;ter's: in linguistics
11 100%
1 95% 5%
2

haloes: in linguistics
16

duate degree in another
bject wih linguistics
ncentration
18

87-92%

100%

100%

8-12%

2 90% 10%
1

er: four year institution::

50% 50%

26 100%

kr.,: 105

7ce: Survey of Linguistics Departments and Program Heads, 1973.
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Table 3.20. Number of Linguists Receiving Federal Support by Source,
1970.

Source of support
(program)

Source of support
(program)

Agriculture 2 Natural resources 3
Atomic energy Public works 3
Defense 70 Rural 1
Education 192 Space 6
Health . 46 Transportation 2
Housing Urban 7
International 43 Other 82

Total with support 585
No support- 1136
Don't know 102
No report 279

TOTAL 1902

Source: NRSTP, 1970, Special committee tabulations.
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Third, reports from the National Science Foundation show that, with the
exception of 1970, when there was a drop of about $500,000, federal funding of
linguistics research has increased every year since 1968 and was expected to
rise through fiscal 1973 to over twice the amount of.1968. Table 3.21 does.not
tell the whole story: some federal support for linguists is not shown here,
and not all of the money reported here goes to linguists. Nonetheless it
indicates major sources of federal support and shows that both sources and
emphasis have Changed recently. For example, National Science Foundation
support went from over $1 million in 1968 to almost nothing in 1972, while
support from NIH/NIMH rose from $320,000 to almost $3 million estimated in fiscal
1973. Research labelled applied received less than $200,000 in fiscal 1969
and 1970, but over $1 million in 1971. Basic research still accounted for
63% of the 1973 funding however.

3.3.4 Demand as Estimated for the Near Future

3.3.4.1 Academic Demand

Academic demand is by far the most important element in the employment of
linguists. The heads of linguistics departments and programs were asked to
estimate expansion in their linguistics staff for 1973-74 and for the next five
years overall. The results appear in Tables 3.22 and 3.23. Since our surveys
were not all-inclusive the figures of most interest in these tables are the
percentage increases in staff anticipated. Overall our respondents anticipate
a 2.2% increase in staff from 1972-73 to 1973-74. Taking the number of linguists
listed in University Resources for 1971-72 as a base (2228)1 this increase would
mean about 45 new positions in all the institutions listed there. Over the
next five years the anticipated rate of growth is 13.8% or about 2.5% per year.
(Contrast the figures for the last five years, also given in Table 3.23.)
Application of this percentage to the University Resources base produces an
estImate of 300 new positions in the next five years, an average of 60 positions
per year. Some additional positions will become available at institutions which
now offer fewer than three courses in general linguistics and are thus not listed
in University Resources. However, such institutions are likely to employ only
one or two linguists apiece, and plans for expansion will have to overcome the
budget and enrollment problems now facing undergraduate.:institutions generally.
Two year institutions, also not covered by this survey, are expanding rapidly
but have so far shown so little interest in linguistics that it is unlikely
that they will make more than a handful of linguistics positions available in
the next five years.

In sum, taking 60 new positions each year which may become available at the
institutions listed in University Resources and guessing that 10-20 will became
available at other academic institutions, we may expect 70-80 new academic
positions in each of the next five years.

1/ This assumes that all departments and programs employing linguists will
expaad their linguistics staff at the same rate as responding linguistics
departments and programs.
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Table 3.21. Federal Funds for Linguistics Research, by Agency, 1968-1973
(Thousandsof Dollars)

Agency

Total Research

1968 1969 1970 1971
est.
1972

est.
1973

Defense 50 494 111 366 305 200
NIR/NBIMH 320 348 327 1871 2546 2957
OE 289 337 255 238 315 450
FAA 467 70 153
NSF 1333 1312 1296 137 7 260
Other 1 1 5

TOTAL 1793 2492 1989 3079 3243 4925

Basic Research

Defense 50 494 111 366 305 200
11111/NMEI 160 151 149 1253 1790 2069
OE 83 337 255 175 150 250
FAA
NSF 1333 1312 1296 137 7 ._

Other _ _

TOTAL 1426 2294 1811 1931 2252 2519

Applied Research

Defense _

NIR/NBC 160 197 178 '618 756 888
OE 206 63 165 200
FAA - - 467 70 153
NSF - - - 260
Other 1 1 - - -

. 5

TOTAL 367 198 178 1148 991 1506

Source: National Science Foundation, Federal Funds for Research, Development
and Other Scientific Activities, Vols. 18, 19, 20, 21.

Note: Amounts reported for 1972 and 1973 are estimates, and are subject
to further appropriation, apportionment or allocation decisions.

Abbreviations: NIE/NIMB: National Institutes of Health/National
Institute of Mental Health

OE: Office of Education
FAA: Federal Aviation Administration

Other category: 1968, 1969: Office of Science and Technology
1973: Action
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Table 3.22. Net Increase Predicted in Linguistics Faculty, 1973-74.

type of Institution
(by highest linguistics
legree offered)

No. of New
Positions

1972-73
Staff

...,

Percentage of
Increase

PhD in linguistics:
14 most prestigious

.

.departments 1 144 0.7

Other departments 5 183 2.7

laster's in linguistics 1 84 1.2

3ach. in linguistics

nip or MA/MS in another
major with concentra-
tion in linguistics

1

3

64

125

0.6

2.4

}tiler four-year institutions 5 124 4.3

XYTAL 16 724 2.2

;ource: Survey of Linguistics Dept and Prog Heads, 1973.
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Table 3.23. Net Increase Predicted in Linguistics Faculty, 1972-77.

rype of Institution
(by highest linguistics
degree offered)

No. of New
Positions

1972-73
. Staff

Increase
19724-77

Increase
1967-72

PhD in linguistics:
14 most prestigious
departments 9 144 6.3 28.6

1

I

'Other departments 22 183 12.0 32.6

Kaster's in linguistics 15 84 17.9 21.7

Bach's in linguistics 13 64 20.3 47.1

MaID or Master's in another
major with concentration
in linguistics 12 125 9.6 34.4

)ther four-year institutions 29 124 23.4 24.2

!OTAL 100 724 13.8 23.2

2.5%/Yr. 5.4%/Yr.

;ource: Survey of Linguistics Dept and Prog Heads, 1973.
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Respondents to the survey of linguistics department and program heads were
asked the areas of specialization in which they hoped to expand. A number did
not know and others qualified their replies as a guess, but among those
responding.the largest single category named was foreign languages and linguistics,
with a vaxiety of specific languages, both commonly an.5-3 uncommonly taught, listed.
Applied linguistics was also frequently mentioned, along with sociolinguistics
and general linguistics. Department heads frequently say informally, however,
that they hire the person first, and the specia1 t5 second, working a good
person into whatever slot is available.

As the tables show, new positions are le..1st 1.Li.ely to become available at
the most prestigious institutions and mos.A.. likely at schools with the smallest
programs. Generally, more expansion is anticipated at the undergraduate level.

3.3.4.2 Non-academic Demand

As for non-academic demand for linguists, the percentage trend from 1964-1970
(the period covered by the National Register) was downfrom 23% to 17% of all
employed linguists, 11.1% to 8.6% of employed PhDs, while the numbers thus
employed remained constant. The 1973 LSA survey showed the situation unchanged
since 1970. There is no indication that non-academic jobs for linguists are
going unfilled, so unless recent trends are reversed, the non-academic sector
will continue to provide one job for every nine or ten in the academic sector
at the PhD level, i.e., seven or eight a year, and one for every six or seven
overall, i.e., ten or eleven a year.

3.3.4.3 Estimated Demand: Summary

Death and retirement . ,s-yide some vacancies; these are discussed in
Section 3.2, where they afu taken into account in calculating net increases in
the number of PhD linguists.

In sum, if recent trends continue and departmental estimates are correct,
we can expect eighty or ninety new positions each yeax in linguistics.

3.3.4.4 Two-Year Colleges

One potential source of employment for linguists frequently suggested but
so far unexploited is two-year colleges. Our own investigations have revealed
only that the number of linguists at such institutions now is minute and that
their work is in English and foreign languages rather than linguistics itself.
We therefore turn to reports from those fields, first an unpublished University
of Texas report on training junior college English teachers (based on research
and a series of conferences of heads of community college English departments):

Tunior College Growth. In general this is a period of stabilization, rather than
a period of expansion, just as it is for senior colleges and universities--at
the national level. [The authors then note local variations, such as a drop in
enrollments in the Miami area and expansion in Texas.)

"In all these.situations there is an urgent need for properly trained teachers.
Almost without exception, the hiring officials of these institutions express
a distrust of the traditional English graduate student, trained to research
and specialization...
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On other programs: "nationally there have, been many programs started for
training the two year college English teacher. Some of these instant programs
have been disasters and others have been thinlY disguised attempts to place
graduate students unsuccessful in finding jobs at 'more prestigious' institutions..."

On the teacher training curriculum"...composition and rhetoric are...national
concerns. The committee itself was surprised at the pugnacity displayed by the
junior college teachers when talking about their lack of preparation in teaching
composition.... In effect, the junior college is concerned with composition
courses about three times as much as it is with literature courses...
ItIn the case of the pre-service training program, sentiment was almost

universal for requirement of an internship at a junior college, preferably
not at the last stage of the student's preparation.

'Most of the Chairpersons reacted favorably to a program of the M.A. plus
some 30 hours of work. When asked if they would hire a PhD, the reaction was
varied. If a generalization could be made, the larger systens indicated
they would hire PhD's, provided they had the proper training. However, the
smaller rural schools considered the typical English PhD too snobbish, too
specialized, and too expensive. Many persons said they preferred a teacher
with some public school experience--preferably high school..."

On the faculty for training junior college teachers"...two overriding
concerns recurred throughout the discussions when the faculty of such a
program was discussed. First and foremost, the representatives hoped that we
would hire some people with actual junior college experience to teach the
program. Secondly, they viewed the faculty as interdisciplinary since there
would be representatives from the English departments, from the various
education departments, from speech, conceivably from psychology and phi1osophyl:1

Another study by the MLA found Chat "only 18% of junior college foreign
language chairmen indicated willingness to hire PhD's, and only 31Z in English."
The author also noted that two-year college expansion was expected to decrease,
that graduate schools were "already graduating approximately five MA's for
every new position expected to become available in existing two-year institutions
in the next five years," and that
junior and community colleges seem by and large never to have
felt a need for PhD's. Not oaly is PhD training too specialized,
but the feeling has grown up that PhD's cost too much and arc too

1/ James Kinneavy, "Training English Teachers for Texas Community Colleges, A
Background Repore,' unpublished report of the Graduate Studies Committee of
the Department of English, University of Texas at Austin. Readers may also
be interested in articles cited in this report: "Guidelines for junior
College English Teacher Training Programs," College Composition and Comm-
unication, Vol. 22 (October, 1971) pp.303-13; Jerome W. Archer and Wilfred
A. Ferrell, Research and the Development of English Prograns in the Junior
College (Bloomington, Ill.: National Council of Teachers of English, 1965);
Richard J. Worthen and Michael Shugrue, The Focus Report on the National Study
of English in the Junior College (Bloomington, Ill.: ERIC, 1969).
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frequently dissatisfied with their roles. Finally, since the junior-or
community-college chairman may not himself be a PhD, he may be somewhat
reluctant to hire one to work for him. 1

None of this is to say that there is no place for linguists in two-year
colleges. The profession has an ample supply of MA's potentially eligible for
such employment (and given the unemployment rate of linguists at this level,
the potential is well worth investigating.) But it does rean that junior
colleges are an unlikely site for placement of PhD's who do not find jobs at
four-year institutions. It also means that linguists who seek such employment
will probably be required to apply their linguistics training to the solution
of practical problems in teaching English--especially remedial English and
composition--and elementary foreign language courses.

3.3.4.5 Positions in Related Fields

One further source of jobs frequently mentioned is positions in related fields.
It is impossible to predict how many linguists will be able to make their way
into such situations, but they will face competition. Other disciplines for
which linguists have appropriate training, such as foreign languages, English
and anthropology, are already overcrowded, as reports from their professional
associations indicate. Moreover, almost half the linguists at colleges and
universities are already in departments of English and foreign languages and
another quarter in other outside departments. Furthermore, linguists obtaining
positions in other fields could be balanced off by specialists in these fields
filling linguistics positions, especially those in which training in two
fields is desired (e.g., a joint English and linguistics position or one in
anthropological linguistics).2

A number of questionnaire respondents commented on their experiences with
other disciplines. Several were positive, for example a recent PhD in English
linguistics, now an assistant professor of English at a private university.

I have placed myself on the job market twice, once before my dis-
sertation was completed and once after. Neither time have I had
the problems getting interviews and offers that my colleagues with
degrees only in literature seem to have had.

1/ David Orr, "The Job Market in English and Foreign Languages,?
PMLA, Vol. 85 (Nov., 1970), pp. 1186-89.
2/ Although our-Statistics on the work force include such specialists--on the
rationale that their positions could equally well be filled by persons who
identify with linguistics--our projections of new PhDs and our statistics on
graduate students cover only those who consider themselves linguists.
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An assistant professor of linguistics:

I feel my TESOL training and experience have been a strong plus factor in
getting jobs even when I've taught straight linguistics.

A graduate student in English linguistics:

[a large universityrs English Department had About fifty people
actively seeking employment for the 73-74 academic year. As of
April 26, 1973 eighteen have jobs, and four of these are for one year
only. It looks like people with more than one string in their bow have
done better: literature and linguistics, literature and film, litera-
ture and stylistics, pop culture (whatever that is); generally, any one
traditional period or genre and one 'odd ball' field have been fairly
marketable.

And a professor at a community college:

My experience with junior colleges indicates that, regardless of other
background, most positions are being filled by persons capable of
teaching courses in at least two "common" languages.

Others reported different reactions, for example two doctoral students, the first
with an MA in psychology and the second with an MA in Spanish:

Most employers, business, engineering, psychology have little knowl-
edge of linguistics. Psychologists are often openly antagonistic
(outspokenly) toward linguistics.

I was shocked to learn at the December MLA Convention in New York that
too many recruiters representing language departments at "n" colleges
and universities have very little concept of what linguistics is all
about, let alone the relevance of applied linguistics to their own field.

and two associate professors in English and Spanish respeotively:

English departments, in general, don't understand what linguists are
about. These departments are far too literature oriented.

It's still difficult to find university employment primarily in the
field of linguistics when working in a specific language area (e. g.,
Spanish linguistics). Departments with good language programs are often
literature-oriented, and require language analysis courses only in a
subsidiary way.

Two other professors, in Romance and Spanish linguistics, commented on
linguistics-language rivalries:

I love my field, but wish I could practice my specialities in an
institution where they were more highly appreciated. Linguistics
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as such is viewed with utter contempt at [university offering
a linguistics PhD], where we unfortunately are placed in direct compe-
tition with a larger and somewhat rapacious department of literature.

I have noticed a strong opposition on the part of professors of
literature. Right now I am looking for a position because of my
supervisor [who has] a strong prejudice against linguists. She and
I came from [a university] at the same time and she was
appointed coordinator without any merits at all other than comments
about the non-necessity of linguistic approaches in the teaching of
foreign languages.

On the other hand, a professor in psycho-linguistics suggested:

One possible approach [to the lack of jobs in linguistics] will be to
set up combination programs: linguistics and clinical psychology, or
linguistics and education, etc. Such combination might prove helpful
to grad students in finding jobs, and it may in the long run increase
the need for people with linguistics training.

and several respondents on the hiring side emphasized versatility, like a pro-
fessor of Spanish at a large state university:

Versatility in language teaching is a distinct 4.5:c.;et in lan&ing a job,
particularly at the junior levels for faculty. Specifically ix
Spanish, the specialist in Spanish linguistics shoulJ be aLle tv give
courses of a descriptive and historical naturfe, pp1.ed linguistLcs
for teaching, courses in composition and conwersaLion.

and a professor of English and ESOL at another 2arge e uriv:)rsity:

The linguists we have hired here (and the majorAy, I suspect, th,at
are hired elsewhere) must have two important quarifications: (12) they

must have a "departmental fit" - that is, they must be able to each
some of the courses traditionally offered in English; -P:thr(-3po1ogy,
languages, etc. and (2) they should have some interest in "applied"
work--teacher-training, bilingual education, etc.

3.4 Career Preferences

Although linguists seeking employment will presumably take whatever positions
are available, competition will be more intense in some areas, because of
individual preferences. We found that in general both linguists and students
aspire to what is presently the prevailing pattern--academic employment, doing
teaching and research in a wide variety of linguistic specialties.
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3.4.1 Type of Employer

Almost everyone wants to work in higher education, which was the first Choice
of 90% of the employed linguists and doctoral students; most preferred a univer-
sity with a graduate program in linguistics. Universities without graduate
linguistics programs and four-year sohools were their overwhelming second and
third choices. The same order of choice prevailed for master's students also,
although their preferences were more varied. Table 3.24 gives a complete break-
down. Two-year schools and non-academic institutions, though frequently mentioned
as potential sources of employment for linguists, are not where they would work
if given a choice. One respondent, a part-time instructor at a regional state
university said:

I feel fortunate to even be teaching and researching something
I've been trained to teach, but because of the number of
linguists our program produced and continues to produce, my
husband and I [both linguists] feel unfulfilled. We have so
many friends seeking jobs in linguistics, and we do have jebs
even if I am only paid by the credit hour. However, I don't
feel that we should have guilt feelings because we would like
to be at a university with a well-developed linguistics pro-
gram (or where people knew what linguistics was and understood
its value) and be able to put our linguistics training to good
use.

Such ambitions were not unrealistic in the past, since linguistics has been
primarily an academdc, graduate level discipline. Of 1,027 linguists listed in
the 1966 University Resources, 70% were at universities with graduate linguistics
programs. Currently, 90% of linguistics PhDs are at colleges and universities,
and in both the 1971-72 University Resources and the 1973 LSA Membership Survey
64% of the academically employed linguists were at institutions offering a
linguistics doctorate or master's degree. However, as Section 3.3.4 indicates,
henceforth linguists are not likely to find jobs where they have in the past.

An analysis of preferred employer type by the type of institution where respond-
ents were currently working showed that almost everyone in the academic sector
wanted to stay there--but would prefer a school with a graduate program. Further-
more half of those in the non-academic sector would also prefer a university. On
the other hand, a few expressed enthusiasm for their non-academic jobs, for
example a young MA in Slavic linguistics now working as a subject cataloger in
a large research library:

I entered the library field because, after two years, my NDEA
VI fellowship was terminated. I have not regretted it for a
moment. The field of academic or research librarianship offers
ample opportunities for intellectual stimulation (vis a vis the
organization, classification of, and access to information) and
service to scholars... Linguists with advanced degrees have an
advantage in the already-crowded library job market.
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Table 3.24. Preferred Employer Type of Linguists and
Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.

Employed Linguists
Choice

Type of Employer

Univ with grad ling prog
Univ w/out grad ling pros
Four-year college
Junior college
Federal government
Ele or sec schriol

Non-profit orcagization
Private busin,:::
Other

TOTAL

Univ with grad ling prog
Univ w/out grad ling prog
Four-year college
Junior college
Federal government
Ele or sec school
Non-profit organization
Private business
Other

TOTAL

Univ with grad ling prog
Univ w/out grad ling prog
Four-year college
Junior college
Federal government
Ele or sec school
Non-profit organization
Private business
Other

TOTAL

41 I 4'2 ,
No. L 1 No. q.--

.

I No. /0

Linguists in the Work Force
268 81.0 29 8.8 3 0.9

6 1.8 204 61.6 28 8.5
22 6.7 35 10.6 151 45.6
3 0.9 3 0.9 11 3.3
3 0.9 8 2.4 22 6.7
1 0.3 3 0.9 3 0.9

13 3.9 17 5.1 27 8.2
5 1.5 7 2.1 16 4.8
10 3.0 7 2.1 6 1.8

331 100.0

Doctoral Students

394 78.0 52 10.3 12 2.4
11 2.2 276 54.7 67 13.3
37 7.3 53 10.5 218 43.2
1 0.2 10 2.0 32 6.3
7 1.4 26 5.2 34 6.7
2 0.4 2 0.4 9 1.8

19 3.8 28 5.5 28 5.5
11 2.2 6 1.2 22 4.4
23 4.6 22 4.4 14 2.8

505 100.1

Masters Students

79 40.7 16 8.3 11 5.7
6 3.1 42 21.7 9 4.6

26 13.4 36 18.6 46 23.7
21 10.8 30 15.5 20 10.3
6 3.1 13 6.7 19 9.8

10 5.2 10 5.2 13 6.7
23 11.9 14 7.2 15 7.7
12 6.2

9 4.6 10 5.2
11 5.7 2.6 8 4.1

194 100.1

Sources: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.

WAs percentage of total number responding to the question.
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3.4.2 Work Activity

Respondents were also asked how they would prefer to allocate their time among
work activities. Of PhDs already working, one-third would prefer teaching as
their exclusive primary work activity, one-fourth research, and another third
teaching and research equally. Added up, about 70% would like teaching to be
a primary work activity and 62% felt the same about research. In actuality,
teaching is a primary work activity for 70%, but research only for 24%.
Apparently linguists are not doing as much research as they would like, but
would not elect to downgrade teaching. Non-PhDs in the work force indicated
slightly more Interest in teaching, slightly less in research. Few at any
level expressed a preference for administration or other work activities.

Among doctoral students, 70% would also prefer teaching as a primary work
activity, while 44% named researCh; for master's students the figures were
74% and 27% respectively.1 Thu, there is no indication that graduate students
want to be researchers first and teachers second. They too expressed little
interest in administration and other work activities.

3.4.3 Area of Specialization

Quest;ons on the areas of specialization in which respondents would prefer
to work" brought much the same response as other questions About areas of
specialization. The largest single category among linguists in the LSA was
foreign languages and linguistics, followed by English linguistics, psycho-
linguistics, historical and comparative linguistics, sociolinguistics, and
syntax. Among graduate students--almost all in departments of linguistiCs--
foreign languages and linguistics was also the largest single category,
followed by sociolinguistics--or TESOL, for master's students only--, syntax,
psycholinguistics, and phonology. There were some differences associated
wit!1 level of training--PhD's and doctoral students on the one hand and
non-PhD's and master's students on the other, the former expressing more
interest in historical and comparative linguistics, English linguistics,
foreign languages and linguistics, and psycholinguistics. Comparison of
graduate students and working linguists shows students more interested in
sociolinguistics and the theoretical areas of syntax, semantics, and phonology,

1/ Respondents to the LSA Membership Survey were asked how they would prefer
to allocate their working time among various activities, while graduate
students were asked to which one they would prefer to devote the primary part
of their working time. Since the latter were urged to Choose one activity,
the figures above do not necessarily indicate a lesser interest on their
part in research. They do indicate continued high interest in teaching.
2/ Respondents were asked in which of their areas of specialization or
special interest, as they had listed them in a previous question, they would
prefer to work.
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and fewer in historical and comparative and applied linguistics.1 If we recall
that the foreign languages category covers a wide variety of subjects, the
preferences of both working linguists and students seem fairly well distributed.
There is no great imbalance, as is sometimes suggested, on the side of theo-
retical linguistios,2 although there is little interest in applied linguistics
labelled as such. Interest in psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics (which
have applied aspects) is high and apparently rising, but interest in other
interdisciplinary areas, such as anthropological linguistics or linguistics and
literature is small.

3.5 Unemployment and Underemployment in Linguistics

Turning from the future to the present, the most immediate neasure of the state
of the job market in linguistics is the unemployment rate. In 1970 5.2% of
National Register respondents in the work force were unemployed and seeking
employment; a follow-up survey in 1971 revealed 4.5% unemployed. The rates varied
with respondents' highest degree, PhD's haying the lowest. (See Table 3.26 for
details)

Our 1973 survey of LSA members showed the situation substantially unchanged:
4.1% of this sample described themselves as unemployed and wanting employment.
(This sample has a higher percentage of PhD's than the National Register group,
see Chapter I.) A cumulative total of 9% reported having been u;lemployed at
some time in the last three years; GO% of this group are still unenployed or
seriously underemployed.

Comments on the completed questionnaires and information gleaned from other
questions indicate, however, that employment problems in linguistics are more
serious than the unemployment rate ruggests. The highly educated are more
likely to be underemployed than unemployed. We determined underemployment by
inspecting each questionnaire in our sample; we ineluded only obvious cases
e.g., those wanting full-time but having only part-time employment, PhD's
teaching at low salaries in high schools, and MA'7. working as recretaries or
library clerks.

Since the difference between the unemployeel and underemployed seemed to be
one mainly of personal circumstances (e.g., having a working spouse) and pref-
erences (e.g., willingness to do translating or lower-level lik)rary work), we
coMbined the categories and added a few respondents about to lose their jobs
with no prospects of another. We found that 10.4% of the linguistics work
force is in obvious employment trouble. As before, the rate scari:2.s with
degree level. (See Table 3.27).

1/ Differences in the categories o English and foreign languages
are probably due to the graduate student respondents' all being in
of linguistics.
2/ There is considerable overlap amng the theoretical categories
respondents who named syntax also listed phonolc,uy or semantics.
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Table 3.25. Preferred WorkingSbecialties of Linguists and Linguistics
Graduate Students, by Degree Level or Degree Sought, 1973.

Working speciali-
zation(s)
preferred

Work Force Graduate Students

PhD Non-PhD

Doctoral Master's
See:ing. emn_ovment -

Bef 12/74
No. cic

75 or aft
No. cto No.No. No. %

General linguistics 6 2.3 13 7.8 12 5.6 7 3.8 4 2.8
BIst & comp ling 27 10.2 8 4.8 14 6.5 15 8.1 2 1.4
Socioling/dialect. 26 9.8 16 9.6 37 17.1 34 18.4 22 15-4
Mis topicsb;en ling 25 9.4 5 3.0 2 1.1 1 0.7
Theory of language 20 7.6 8 4.8 14 6.5 6 3.2 6 4.2
Syntax 24 9.1 29 17.4 31 14.4 27 14.6 7 4.9
Phonology 22 8.3 17 10.2 27 12.5 19 10.3 1 0.7
Semantics 17 6.4 8 4.8 20 9.3 17 9.2 8 5.6
Other theoretical 4 1.5 1 0.6 2 0.9 2 1.1
Applied ling, gen 8 3.0 2 1.2 1 0.5 3 2.1
Ling and education 6 2.3 4 2.4 4 1.9 2 1.1 6 4.2
TESOL 16 6.0 11 6.6 13 6.0 5 2.7 40 28.0
Other applied 6 2.3 6 3.6 6 2.8 5 2.7 4 9.8
English linguistics 41 15.5 13 7.8 17 7.9 10 5.4 5 3.5
For lang/linuisics 113 42.6 60 35.9 84 38.9 74 34.6 42 29.4
Phonetics 10 3.8 2 1.2 4 1.9 5 2.7 1 0.7
Cc.:aunication science 4 1.5 1 0.5 1 0.,) 2 1.4
.ysycholinguistics 36 13.6 18 10.8 29 13.4 32 17.3 12 8.4
Anthro EnEuistics 9 3.4 5 3.0 6 2.8 3 1.6 5 3.5
Comput,ttional ling 1 7 2.6 3 1.8 5 2.3 6 3.2 2 1.4
Mathematical ling - 1 0.6 3 1.6
Philoflophy of lang 7 1.1 1 0.5 2 1.4
Ling and literature 11 4.2 1 0.6 1.4 3 1.6 2 1.4
Ueurolinguisties 5 4 2.4 1 0.5 7 1.6 1 0.7
Other fields 8 3.0 6 3.6 4 1.9 2 1.1 6 4.2

TOTAL no. of
rospondents 1265 167 216 185 143

Sources: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.

2/Up to foar specialties were tabulated per respondent for linguists in the worh
force, up to three for graduate students.
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Table 3.26. Unemployment Rates of'Linguists, 1970 and 1971.

Highest DPgree 1970 1971

PhD 1.8% 1.2%
Master:s .. 11.1% 9.57°

Bachelor's .
9.8% 15.97 _. _

TOTAL 5.27. 4.57

Source: NRSTP, 1970.
Rational Science Foundation, 1971.
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Table 3.27. Unemployment and Underemployment of Linguists, 1973.

,te _ ' ,

Total
Worh Force

PhD 7.77, 21 273
PhD Candidate 14.67 6 41
Master's 26.2% 11 42

TOTAL 10.47 38 364

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.
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Two other sources provide some indication of the job market for linguistics
PhD's in the immediate past. Heads of linguistics departments and programs
were asked what had become of their PhD graduates of the preceding two years.1
They replied that 3.2% were not employed (8 out of 234) and that another
6.7% were employed, but_not in linguistics or related fields.

The questionnaires administered for the Doctorate Record File ask PhD's about
their employment plans as of the time of their graduation. Table 3.28 shows
the results since 1963. In 1971, the most recent year for'which figures are
available, only 65% had a definite commitment for employment. Over 19% had no
firm prospects. Almost 10% planned further training, a majority for the
purpose of adding experience, but some because they intended to change fields.
The latter reason has been given only since 1970 and only by U.S. citizens.

The most significant characteristics of unemployed and underemployed linguists
appear to be degree level, already discussed, and sex. Women constitute 26%
of the work force but 44% of the un- and underemployed in the LSA Membership
Survey. Within their respective groups the rate of un- and underemployment is
over twice as high for women, married or single (18% for each group), as for
men (8% overall); the rate for single rden (13%) is higher than that for married
men (7%). Earlier studies have shown similar results. In the 1970 NRSTP, for
example, the unemployment rate for women was twice that for men. According
to their department heads, the recent PhD's not currently employed constitute
1% of the men, but 8% of the women. More detailed information appears in
Chapter VII. Several of the unemployed married persons in the LSA sample are
restricted to localities where their spouses can be employed, a situation
reflecting the difficulties for two-career families in a field like linguistics,
where the number of jobs in any one location is likely to be small. Although
one might expect variation by areas of specialization, the 1973 data do not
indicate any as being particularly under- or over-supplied, except for
historical and comparative linguistics (over-supplied) and a few very highly
specialized areas where three specialists constitute a shortage and five, an
over-supply (e.g., certain uncommonly taught languages). There seems to be no
particular advantage or disadvantage to being in theoretical linguistics, applied
linguistics, psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics or anthropological linguistics,
nor to having skills in particular foreign languages, English language and
literature, or ESOL.

Other factors investigated among the un- and underemployed respondents to
the LSA Membership Survey include institution and year of PhD, and number of
publications and years of experience.Most of the PhD's in this group are
recent graduates--post-1970. Graduates of the fourteen most prestigious
linguistics departments are represented roughly in proportion to their overall
numbers: about two-thirds of all linguistics PhD's are from these departments,

1/ They were asked about their MA/MS graduates also, but the response rate
on this part of the question was too low to permit any conclusions.
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Table 3.28. Postdoctoral Plans of Linguistics Ph"' 971.

?Inns

Year of Phi)

1963-64 1965-66 1967 1968

Definite commitmont
to employment 76.17. 78.97, 78.27. 80.7

Further training 1.87. 1.87. 3.37, 1.8;'.

Prospects not firm
or uncertain 15.6% 9.97, 14.1% 13.2.

Military .97, .6%

Unknown 5.57. 8,87. 4.3% 2.6

TOTAL 99.97, 100.0% 99.97. 100.1':.

Source: NAS-NRC, Doctorate Records File.
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78.8% 64.81
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12.4% 19.3%
1.5% 1.1%
/.5% 5.1%
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as were almost two-thirds of the respondents in question. Most have several,
but not a long list of publications; however, most are recent graduates and
their publication records compare favorably with those of linguistics
graduate students now entering the job market (see Section 2.5.8). Experience
does not seem to be a significant factor. Statistics from the Doctorate
Record File show that on the average, graduating PhD's without any firm job
prospects do not differ in number of years experience from those who already
have jobs.

Further documentation of problems associated with the job market in
linguistics comes from questionnaire respondents who described the difficulties
they have experienced and their feelings about them. Because these prOblems
provided the initial impetus for this study, and because these respondents
represent a significant percentage of linguists, we quote their comments at
some length.

First, four recent PhD's the first in historical and Germanic linguistics,
now teaching at the equivalent of a high school in Europe, a position obtained
after five months of unemployment:

I have not been able to find any employment in the U.S. during
the last two years, in spite of having published and having the
PhD, and I have written and personally gone all over the North
American continent in search of a job. I have almost given up
hope of being able ever again to feed my seven-member family as
auniversity professor. Incidentally, the professorial cynicism
which I have met regarding this hard fate is difficult to believe.

A 1970 PhD in linguistics and Greek, as of the writing, an assistant professor
of English at a private urban university:

My position was eliminated from the budget in the university I
was at last year. This is the third year I have been searching
for another "permanent" position and I'm having miserable luck.
My present appointment is a one-year replacement. The market is
worse this year than last.

A woman employed part-time in an English language institute:

Getting a PhD in languages and linguistics was disastrous for
me because I dropped out of the job market for five years.
During this time most of the supervisory and university positions
in ESOL and ESOL-related fields were filled by non-PhD's who
stumbled into ESOL from other fields and received "on the job
training". Now that I have finished my PhD, I am unable to find
a permanent full-time position. I cannot even get a job teaching
ESOL in the public school system (I tried)) because I am "over-
qualified"; they prefer to hire teachers right out of college
because they can pay them less. A male junior high school
principal (who did not have a PhD) suggested that instead of
trying to find work, I stay home and raise a family. Another
problem I face is that I cannot lPave [this] area. I have not
given up yet, but I may be forced to switch fields completely in
order to get a permanent position.
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And a linguist just getting a PhD in linguistics and Japanese, about to begin
teaching English for a private corporation in Japan:

I was unable to locate/be hired for a suitable teaching job
having anything to do with linguistics, anywhere in the U.S.,
for the current academic year.

Several linguists already employed as they write doctoral dissertations
reported similar difficulties, for example a part-time lecturer at a branch
of a state university:

I consider myself lucky to have any job at all. Despite
what I thought was a respectable academic record and com-
plete geographic freedom I have been unable to find a full
time job. I am increasingly considering leaving linguistics
for a job in the business field.

And an instructor of English at a state college:

I have a one-year appointment at the school where I now teach,
and have been informed that budgetary considerations preclude
my being rehired. Despite the fact that I have published a
good deal (for someone who knew nothing about linguistics four
years ago), have a guaranteed PhD by June, 1973 (the disserta-
tion will be defended in a. few weeks), have given two LSA
papers, and have taught linguistics in three different univer-
sities and colleges, my Chances for employment next year appear,
at this time, to be practically nil. I have found myself over-
qualified for the schools without graduate linguistics pro-
grams and seemingly under-qualified for those with them. I

have found smaller schools leery of research-oriented l_nguists,
and larger ones leery of young candidates without national
reputations. In short, especially because my language strengths
are in Latin and Greek, which are not much in demand, I find
myself right in the middle.

A specialist in English linguistics documented the disparity between jobs and
applicants in his experience:

In looking for work last year, I sent out 7C applications to
MLA-listed schools. Thirteen requested dossiers. Went to
Chicago for three interviews, and was invited to interview
at three other campuses last spring. Of the latter three,
two offered jobs. Was told by the schools offering jobs
that the number of applicants for my position was between
200 and 300. Of schools with higher academic standing
than the one 1 am currently employed at (cf. Graduate
Education in the U.S.), applications for open positions
are spoken of in the MLA 1972 job listings as between 600
and 800.
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Graduate students still in residence, finishing their dissertations and
seeking positions for next year, reported frustration and difficulties, for
example:

My main feeling about the job market is profound depression.
It seems very difficult to get a good job, 'and quite difficult
to get any job at all. I have only one (definite) possibility
for a job for next fall (so far) and that is not a very
attractive one. And this is in spite of the fact that I know
I am considered a promising linguist by my professors, which
include and , who are "big names" and whose opinion
counts more than most people's. I suffer from the fact that
they are now [elsewhere] and I am still [here]; this makes
them forget me more, and I know that the only way to get a
good job nowadays is to have a "big name" recommend you (I
feel slightly bitter about this, although I understand it).
I suffer also from the fact that my background is relatively
narrow (I have done primarily syntax and semantics, although
I have done some ethnolinguistics and TESOL). I would like to
go back to Canada, where I come from, but the job market there
is not worth speaking of--last.year there was precisely one
opening (for an assistant professor) which I know of (for a
sociolinguist) and this year there also seems to be only one
(at , for a phonologist, I hear). I certainly never
imagined this would be the case when I first left Canada to go
to graduate school in the U.S..

Another, in socio-linguistics and anthropology:

I just returned in January from a field project in [the
Caribbean]. However, my jcb prospects are as negative as my
friends who were in the U.S. were telling me; in fact I
received a letter of refusal in the mail with this letter.
This makes 12 negative responses and no positive ones in the
two months that I have-beenjsending out letters of inquiry. I
am seriously considering till:possibility that I may never get
a linguistics or anthropology related position.

A third, in socio-linguistics, Arabic and linguistic theory:

I find the market depressing, of course-- This year so far I
have sent 200-plus letters of inquiry and while I may not
still be jobless in September I will not be at all surprised
if I am. I really don't know if the problem is with me, my
department, or the national market.

The writers of the above comments come from a variety of university department,
many from the country's most prestigious.
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I;inguists at the master's jevel reported similar problems. One now in
adult education (ESOL), who was unemployed for over a year before obtaining
her present position, said

Basically my master's degree in linguistics has not provided
me v'i.th any job possibilities. My present 'sob, which is not
veij good, was secured due to a TEFL certificate I got the
year after my master's. I have applied to colleges, junior
colleges, universities, fourteen in all, and not one has been
at all interested. I wonder if a PhD would make that much
difference.

Another in linguistics and Italian, said:

Since I have found a complete lack of opportunity in the field
of linguistics in the United States, I am presently looking
for employment in Italy (where there is presently a need for
American-English teachers) . In tLe USA I found the vicious
circle of no-experience no-job-without-experience, no-job
no-experience, etc. The only employment I could find in

(big city] in which I used, at least, my fluency in
Italian, was as a tour guide--with obviously very poor wagcs,
and indeed a waste of six years in a university! I do hope
this study increases the linguistics student's employment
opportunities.

Several respondents who had satisfactory positions attributed them to good
luck, noting the unemployment of friends. Finally, two professors contributed
their observations, one who teaches psycholinguistics at a university offering
a linguistics PhD:

Like everyone else, I'm having difficulty findiy
my graduate students. We, here at , have .

tolling first-year grad students that there ar,'
jobs in the field, and that we can't be respone
ing one for them when they tinish.

jobs for
ected
any decent

1.e for find-

And the head of a new PhD program at a plains state university:

The job market, as far as I can determine, is nil. As Chairman
of Linguistics, I have received so many unsolicited applica-
tions from very bright, excellent candidates for positions
that it is depressing--especially when opportunities appear to
be so lacking even if one becomes a part of the academic world.
Raises here are way down, and in effect no one has received a
raise (except ter promotion) for the last three years. The
future appears to be bleak: enrollment is down (30 percent in
engineering, 20 percent in education) and we expect a further
downturn next fall. Tuition keeps going n?, preventing a
number of students from enrolling.
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3.6 Placement: Matching Positions and Candidates

The traditional system of informal personal contacts and recommendations is
still the most likely way to obtain an academic linguistics position, accord-
ing to surveys of both institutions and individuals made in connection with
this study. Significant differences exist, however, between institutions
which offer linguistics PhD and others.1

Questionnaires asked the heads of linguistics departments and programs how
they had found new faculty members over the past five years and asked indi-
vidual linguists how and when they had found their present positions. The
results, in Tables 3.29 (institutions, 1967-72) and 3.30 (individual PhDs,
1970-73), are generally in agreement. At institutions offering a linguistics
PhD the traditional informal means predominated--almost 80% of the linguists
hired got their jobs through professors and colJeagues or simply received
unsolicited offers. Placement services were virtually unused, accounting for
one position in all these institutions in five years. Unsolicited inquiries
by candidates filled 12% of the positions in question.

At other types of academic institutions, the traditional means accounted for
fewer than half the positions filled, while unsolicited applications filled
one job in three and placement services one job in five. Information on non-
academic institutions was too scant to permit any conclusions about that
sector.

We also tabulated data from all individual respondents with a PhD both by
the year they obtained their current position and by the time relative to the
time of receipt of the PhD. The results were largely inconclusive but indi-
cated that linguists who had had their doctorates for a year or more before
taking their present positions were much more likely to have received an
unsolicited offer and less likely to have gone through a professor or former
professor. The tabulation also pointed to increasing nc.e in recent years of
placement services and unsolicited inquiries by job-seekers.

Although wc have no indication that the current informal process creates any
difficulties for employers, it does result in frustration for many individuals
seeking employment. Several questionnaire respondents described the volume
of pr their job search generated, like this assistant professor:

rwo years ago, I sent out 150 letters seeking to change my
employment, and got no offers (the lekt.ters were sent only
to areas where I wanted to move).

1/ We analyzed the results according to the seven-way division used in this
study, but the only substantial differences were between the two types
described.

166

158



Table 3.29. Means Through Which Academic Institutions
Found Linguistics Faculty Members, 1967-72.

Source

Type of Institution
PhD-Grantinga Other Total
No. % No. No.

Contacts with colleagues 111 77.1 60 41.7 171 59.4
Unsolicited applications 18 12.5 47 32.6 65 22.6
Placement services 1 0.7 29 20.1 30 10.4
Other 14 9.7 8 5.6 22 7.6

TOTAL 144 100.0 144 100.0 288 100.0

Source: Survey of Lincjuistics Liept and Prog Heads, 1973.

Table 2.30. Means Throuclh Which Linguistics PhDs Found
Their Present Academic Positions, 1970-1973.

ciource
Type of Employing Institution

PhD GrantITJ1 Other Total

Professor or former professor 11 26% 9 16% 20 20%
Colleague 7 16% 10 18% 17 17%
Unsolicited offer by inst. 16 37% 6 10% 22 22%

Informal moans, subtotal
_

34 79%
_

25 44% 59 59%
Unsolicited inquiry at inst. 5 12% 16 28% 21 21%
Placement services 1 2% 10 18% 11 11%
Other 3 7% 6 10% 9 9%

TOTAL 43 100% 57 100; 100 100%

Source: LSA Mtlmbership Survey, 1973.

NOTE: The number of respondents at non-academic institutions was too small
(10) to permit: any conclusions about that sector.

a/ Granting PhD in 1.4.nguistics.
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or the wife of a couple in linguistics:

Out of 200 letters of application [my husband, a PhD in
Romance linguistics] had two interviews and received one
offer.

Others expressed resentment at the reception of their applications, for example:

My experience with the job market has been universally
negative. I have never had a job offer for a teaching
position, and I am usually treated as if my application
were a bother to the employer.

The "professional job-market" seems not to exist; I have
not even had acknowledgement of my applications.

Since it is clearly a buyer's market, it is obvious why
some potential employers are not extending even the most
basic and elementary courtesy to job seekers: I'm sad
to say, it starts on the "please" and "thank you" level--
they don't bother to say either, some of them--and goes
on from there....

The first is a recent PhD from a leading linguistics department, the second a
PhD candidate in sociolinguistics from a major center in that area, and the
third a PhD candidate in linguistics and Chinese.

With jolf; scarce and the field expanding beyond the point where everyone knows
everyone else, indiv;_dual respondents expressed a strong desire for more com-
prehensive organized placement services. A number asked for help or for
information about placement services. Several expressed a feaing that jobs
were there if only they could be located:

This [graduate student questionnaire] is a great general
employment reference form. Why don't you provide a real
service and use this in the job mill directly, i.e., do
job search with this and get us jobs in this country or
abroad.

There must be positions available in pl:ivate industry...
or with the federal government requiring problem-
solving capacities and training in the social sciences,
but these seem to be largely unpublicized.

However, the surveys already cited and the experience of the LSA Secretariat
and the Center for Applied Linguistics shows that employers rarely use existing
services. An employment bulletin listing jobs and applicants was dropped by
the LSA after two years partly because no one, to the knowledge of the
Secretariat, ever got a job through it. The Center provides a job referral
service, sending resumes from a file of job seekers to employers on request.
As of summer 1974 the service had existed for two years and had 200-250 current
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resumes on file, but, although the service had been publicized in letters to
department and program heads and announcements in various publications, in
the preceding 15 months resumes had been requested by fewer than 10 employers.
The problemublesome only to those seeking employment--lies not in the
lack of formal_L;ervices, but the failure of employers to use them.

3.7 Summary

The state of the job market is too complex a subject to yield to a simple
comparison of slots and linguists. Readers are invited to consider all the
factors discussed in the preceding sections and draw their own conclusions.
We consider t"-:e following the most important:

--Ten percent of the linguistics work force overall and eight percent of
the Php's were unemployed, about to become unemployed, or severely under-
employed as of March, 1973.

--If recent trends continue and departmental estimates are correct there
will be eighty to ninety new linguistics positions per year in the near
future, most at academic institutions and most for doctoral level linguists.

--The net increase projected in the doctoral work force alone is 150-185
per year for the next ten years. We know of 106 doctoral students seeking
employment in 1973, 131 in 1974 among respondents to our survey (of approx-
imately one-third of linguisticn graduate students).

--It is difficult to estimate the supply of and demand for linguists at the
masterb level. Shifts in enrollment may take place quickly, and graduates
may find jobs outside the field or stay in graduate school if they fail to
obtain employment in linguistics. Moreover, the institutions where many are
currently employed are not covered by our surveys--non-academic institutions,
elementary and secondary schools, and junior colleges. We do know, however,
that the unemployment rate is and has been higher among linguists at the
mastexls than at the doctoral level, and that enrollment figures and short-
range plans indicate that the number of master's graduates will continue
undiminished--at least 350 a year--in the next few years. The number of
linguists.. Four year academic institutions still employ the majority of
linguists with less than a PhD, but they constitute less than 107, of the
total staff, including instructors and lecturers; with the increased avail-
ability of Iles this number may decrease.

--Universities with graduate programs in linguistics, which have employed
large nmbers of linguists in the past, plan to expand relatively little in
the near future. Given the current levels of enrollment at these institutions,
they will produce many new PhD's but only a few new faculty positions.
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--Expansion at the undergraduate level is the most promising source of new
positions for linguists. At present Jinguistics is :tarely studied by under-
graduates; undergraduate programs are relatively fe w. in number and small in
size. This means there is room for expansion, but it also means that lisquists
will have to get newly created (expansion) positions or replace specialisZ.s
in other fields. As increases in the rate of general undergraduate erp'ollment
now, and the number of undergraduates levels off (as it is expected to do in
the 1980's)1 there will be few if any new positions, and departments will
compete for students and existing positions; this process has already started.
Information as of the summer of 1974, however, shows that linguistics is
nevertheless continuing to make progress in expanding undergraduate programs.

--Two year and non-academic institutions, frequently mentioned as potential
sources of jobs for linguists, provide relatively few employment opportunities
at present. Realization of this potential may require both positive efforts
by linguists to make a place for themselves and the application of linguistics
training to work other than linguistics. Furthermore, both current practices
and comments by persons associated with such institutions indicate that the
most appropriate training for many positions in them is master's level; i.e.,
they are unlikely to employ PhD's who fail to find positions at four-year
academic institutions. Two year colleges are almost untouched by linguistics.
The few linguists currently employed there are in English or the commonly
taught foreign languages. The non-academic sector currently employs 34% of
the MA's 10% of the PhD's in linguistics; the trend has been to maintain a
constant number, hence a decreasing percentage of linguists.

-None of the above areas which might provide added future employment are
what working linguists or students aspire to, which is teaching and research
in universities with graduate programs in linguistics. (These positions will
be the hardest to find.)

- -Fields outside linguistics which deal with languages are more than a
potential source of employment. English and foreign languages departments
already employ half the linguists in higher education. Unfortunately, a
severe unemployment problem currently exists in the language disciplines. A
small number of linguists (in the narrow meaning of those who considnr them-
selves linguists) have found places in other fields. However, a psychology
department is more likely to hire a psychologist (with psychology degrees)
with a knowledge of linguistics than a linguist with a knowledge of psychology,
and the same is true of fields such as sociology, anthropology, speech,
philosophy, communications and education. Again, the realization of potential
jobs in related fields may depend on linguists' ability to make a place for
themselves and to apply linguistics training to other areas. It may also
require that individuals take training or even advanced degrees in these other

1/ See generally Carnegie Commission on Higher Education. New Students and New
P- 7 Policies for the Future Growth and Development of American Higher---
Education. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1971: Allan M. Cartter, "Scientific Man-
power for 1970-1985," Science 172 (April 9, 1971), pp. 132-40; Dael Wolfle and
Charles V. Kidd, "The Future Market for Ph.D.'s7 Science 173 (August 27, 1971),
pp. 784-93. Disagreeing are Ted R. Vaughan and Gideon Sjoberg, "The Politics
of Projection. A Critique of Cartter's Analysis," Science 177 (July 14, 1972),
pp. 142-47.
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fi_lds. The reverse process may also occur, as specialists in related fields
seek employment in linguistics.

--Areas of specialization do not seem particularly relevent to employment
opportunities, except for the following:

Historical and comparative linguistics (exclusively an academic specialty)
appears to be in over-supply.

Highly specialized areas, including most of the uncommonly taught languages,
are risky because positions for them are rare. Three specialists may amount
to a scarcity, but five to an oversupply.

Applied linguistics was mentioned by several department and program heads
speaking of future hiring, and non-academic positions are likely to require
applied work. Labelled as such, applied linguistics has attracted relatively
few specialists and students and has accounted for few of the academic
positions filled recently; however, much the same ground may be covered in
psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics, which are currently very popular.

Language specialization (English, TESOL, or foreign languages) is prevalent
among linguists both in their training and their work. Many positions for
which linguists arc eligible may require it.

--The majority of linguistics positions are filled through the traditional
means of informal contacts among colleagues, and most of the rest by unso-
licited inquiries from job applicants. Organized services exist, but are
rarely used by employers. This system produces frustration for job-seekers,
and keeps the number of candidates for any given job small (since most
potential candidates do not know about available jobs), but apparently per-
forms the function of filling available positions smoothly.
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Chapter IV

Linguists, Area Studies, and the Uncommonly Taught Languages

This chapter will discuss linguists as specialists in the uncommonly taught
languages, which include all living languages except Spanish, French, Italian,
German, Russian, and English. Study and teaching of these languages will be
considered primarily in the wider context of language and area studies in the
United States,' a subject discussed extensively in Richard D. Lambert's com-
prehensive study, Language and Area Studies Review, 2

which provides some of
the material for this chapter. Other sources of data are the biannual Modern
Language Association surveys of language enrollment, and the LSA's surveys of
linguists, linguistics graduate students, and linguistic department and pro-
gram heads.

Estimates of the total number of language and area specialists for each
world area who are citizens or residents of the United States appear in Table
4.1, along with the number and percentage Lambert'estimates to speak, read or
write an area language easily, and the current number of graduate students.
The table introduces several ideas discussed in this chapter: sizeable numbers
of area specialists exist but their levels of linguiStic competence are low;
world areas vary widely (as do languages within them) in both absolute numbers
and percentages of specialists possessing language skills; and relatively
large numbers of students are in training to be area specialists, well over
half again as many as now exist, a situation which extends to language special-
ists, including linguists.

4.1 The Uncommonly Taught Languages

4.1.1 Developments 1956-1970

4.1.1.1 Instruction

The recent history of instruction in the uncommonly taught languages is one of
great expansion; it is closely associated with the National Defense Education
Act (NDEA), designed to promote language and area studies in this country. In
1958, at the beginning of the NDEA program, all American universities and colleges
together offered instruction in only 37 languageS; by 1966-67 NDEA centers offered
129 languages (Lambert, p. 156). Funds from NDEA alone have brought about the

1/ Although the overlap is great, the languages of concern in world area studies
are not entirely the same as the uncommonly taught languages. First, the primary
languages of two world areas are commonly taught -- Spanish in Latin America and
Russian in Eastern Europe. Second, some uncommonly taught languages are not a
subject for federally-supported area centers. Area studies surveys exclude, for
example, Western European languages such as Swedish or Dutch, and North American
Indian languages. Although such languages concern Americans (for example, in
connection with the education of linguistics minorities) ,. comprehensive statistics
on specialization in these languages are unavailable. We have therefore confined
our consideration of the supply of and demand for specialists to the ambit of
language and area studies.
2/ Sponsored by the Social Science Research Council, the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, Monograph No. 17, Philadelphia, 1973.
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Table 4.1. Estimated Number of Language and Area Specialists
by World Area, 1971.

World Area

, Individual Specialists

Current graduate
studentsTotal

Speak,
language

read or write a
easily

% of rea specialistsNo.-

Latin America 2188 1950
_

89.1 1802
Eastern Europe 2218 1807 81.5 1205
Middle East 1662 931 56.0 575
Africa 1755 321 18.3 1044
South Asia 1059 378 35.7 488
Southeast Asia 659 112 17.0 333
East Asia 3144 1910 60.8 1730

TOTAL 12,685 7409 58.4 7177

Source: Lamert, Table 9.1, pp. 368-69.
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prepakation of materials in 141 languages (LaMbert, p. 197). The increase in
enrollments since 1958 appears in Table 4.2, taken directly from the Lambert
study.1 Setting aside the three languages with large prior enrollments (Spanish,
Russian, and Hebrew), enrollment increased almost eight times over again during
this period, from 3000 to 24,000. On the basis of the data in the table,
Lambert classifies the languages into several groups: The first is Spanish,
Russian and Hebrew, the most commonly taught languages relevant to language
and area studies. Spanish, he finds, was well established in 1958, and has
remained so, comprising about one-fourth of all language enrollments in higher
education, although its growth rate has recently slowed. Russian enjoyed sub-
stantial growth with the beginning of NDEA support, but has remained stable sincethen. Hebrew has had a steady and relatively high growth rate related to the
religious tradition rather than its foreign associations (Lambert, p. 157).
Lambert's second tier consists of the five primary uncommonly taught languages:
Chinese, Japanese, Portuguese, Arabic, and Swahili, already established (except
for Swahili) with enrollments of several hundred in 1958 increased to several
thousand in 1970 with some secondary school enrollment2 (LaMbert, pp. 157-58).
Lambert's third group is "ethnic languages," spoken by sizeable American minor-
ities; enrollment in these rose at the beginning of the NDEA program, then
remained constant or dropped slightly. Most arc East European languages, such
as Polish, Czech, Hungarian, and Modern Greek. The final group called "NDEA
'babies' by Lambert, taught rarely if ever in 1958, now have small and
fluctuating enrollments almost exclusively at NDEA centers. Included in this
group are all the major languages of South Asia, Southeast Asia, and Africa as
well as the secondary languages of every world area (Lambert, p. 158). Lambert
concludes that (with the exception of East Europe and Latin America) the
different rates of enrollment change reflect student interest in the area wherc
the language is used, though we know little of what prompts the initial interest
in the area (Lambert, pp. 159-60).

The statistics and studies cited above indicate the impact or government fund-
ing not only in expanding, but often in instigating instruction in the uncommonly
taught languages. They also show that few students pursue most uncommonly
taught languages. These observations give rise to two inferences to be discussed
later: first, that student enrollment must be maintained or preferably increased
if we are to keep a pool of linguistically competent specialists; and second,
that continuation of anything resembling present levels probably depends upon
continued federal funding.

1/ The specific role of NDEA is documented in Lambert, pp. 149-60 and sources
cited therein: Donald N. Bigelow and Lyman Letgers, NDEA, Language and Area
3tudies: A Report on the First Five Years, Washington, D. C.: U.S.G.P.O.,
I.964; Stanley Wilcox, Maxwell Flappan, and Susanna C. Easton, "Language and Area
7:enters: Ten Years of NDEA!" (mimeo) Institute of International Studies, U.S.
)ffice of Education, April, 196E4 Stanley Wilcox, "The National Defense Education
kct of 1958 and Language and Area Studies," (mimeo), Division of Foreign Studies,
)ept. of Health, Education, and Welfare, February, 1971.
!,/ The location of these secondary schools suggests a correlation with the
)rescnce of ethnic groups speaking these languages. Sce section 4.5.1.
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TABLE 4.2

TOTAL ENROLLMMTS IN SELECTED LANGUAGLS ACCORIMNG TO NI LA SURVEYS

LANGUAGE

ALL COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
SECONDARY

SCHOOLS
1968

1963 1965 1968 1970

Spanish
Number enrolled 125,503 246,673 310,340 364,870 389,150 2,113,004Annual % change

Portuguese
- +19.3 +12.9 +5.9 +3.4

Number enrolled 596 2,448 3,040 4,048 5,064 815Annual % change
Quechua' --.! +62.1 +12.1 +11.1 +12.6

Number enrolled - 5 8 6 22Annual % change - - +150.0 -8.3 +133.7
Total Latin American

Nunther enrolled 126,099 249,126 313,388 368,924 394,236 2,113,819Annual 70 change - +19.5 +12.9 +5.9 +3.5
Russian

Number enrolled 16,214 33,538 33,710 40,696 36,189 28,604Annual % change
Polish

- +21.4 +0.3 +6.9 -5.6
Number enrolled 309 708 607 656 734 462Annual % change

Czech
- +25.8 -7.2 +2.7 +5.9

Number enrolled 42 100 158 182 154 182Annual % change
Serbo-Croatian

- +27.6 +29.0 +5.1 -7.7
Number enrolled 36 131 134 209 349Annual % change

Bulgarian
- +52.3 +1.2 +18.7 +33.5

Number enrolled 9 . 30 8 7 17Annual % change - +46.7 -36.7 -4.2 +71.4

Modm li Greek
Number enrolled 128 440 217 146 229 30
Annual % change - +48.8 -25.3 -10.9 +28.4

Albanian
Number enrolled 1 4 2 - 2 -
Annual % change - +50.0 -25.0 -33.3 -

Hungarian
Number enrolled 18 103 74 65 8! 643
Annual % change - +94.4 -13.7 -4.1 +12.3

Estonian
Number enrolled - 4 1 5 4
Annual % change - - -37.5 +133.3 -10.0

Rumanian
Number enrolled - 16 - 20 15
Annual % change - -50.0 - +17.5

Total East European
Number enrolled /6,757 35,074 34,911 41,986 37,774 29,921
Annual rh change +21.9 -0.2 +6.8 -5.0

Arabic
Number enrolled 371 835 930 1,100 1,333 69
Annual % change +25.0 +5.7 +6.1 +10.6 7.

Persian
Number enrolled 23 129 113 194 246
Annual % change +92.2 -6.2 +23.9 +13.4

urkish
Number enrolled 36 105 92 119 101
Annual (.'1 change +38.3 -6.2 +9.8 -7.6

Hebrew
Number enrolled 3,017 5,347 8,093 10,169 16,576 4,491
Annual % change +15.4 +25.7 +8.6 +31.5

Armenian
Number enrolled 35 60 37 31 4/ ^
Annual % change +14.3 -19.2 -5.4 +17.7
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TABLE 4.2 - Continued

LANGUAGE

Au. COLLEGES AND UNIVERSItIES
SECONDARY

SCHOOLS
1968

1938 1963 196$ 1968 1970

Total Middle Eastern
Nandter enrolled 3,482 6,476 9,265 11,613 18,298 4,560Annual % change - +17.2 +21.6 +8.4 +28.8Berber
Number enrolled - - 7 1 2Annual % change - - - -28.6 +50.0Amharic
Number enrolled - 4 13 7 5Annual % change - - +87.5 -15.4 -14.3Hausa
Number enrolled - 23 23 62 110Annual % change - - 0.0 +56.5 +38.7Swahili
Nunther enrolled 4 112 130 608 1,791 534Annual cl change - +540.0 +8.0 +122.5 +97.3Xltosa
Number enrolled - - 5 10 4 248Annual % change - - +33.3 -30.0Akan
Number enrolled - 3 3 1 7Annual % change

lbo - - 0.0 -22.2 +300.0
Number enrolled - - - 34 13Annual % change - - - - -30.9Yoruba
Number enrolled 3 14 17 24 117Annual % change - +73.3 +10.7 +13.7 +193.8

Other Modern African Lang.
Number enrolled - 5 8 24 34 93Annual % change - - +30.0 +66.7 +20.8

Total A fr i c a n
Number enrolled 7 161 203 974 2,083 875Annual % change - +440.0 +13.0 +126.6 +56.9

HindifUrdu
Number enrolled 14 253 266 368 377Annual % change +341.4 +2.6 +12.8 +1.2Bengali
Number enrolled - 20 18 18 14Annual % change - - -5.0 0.0 -11.1Sinhalese
Number enrolled - 2 - 1 7 -Annual % change - - -L25.0 +33.3 -50.0Marathi
Number enrolled - 4 1 1 1Annual % change - - -37.5 0.0 0.0Tamil
Number enrolled - 14 38 23 29Annual :Z- change - - +8.6 -13.1 +13.0Telegu
Number enrolled - 15 5 7 7Anmul % change - -33.3 +13.3 0.0M:dayalarn
Number enrolled - 1 1 2 -Annual C; chane - - 0.0 +33.3 -50.0Kannada
Number enrolled - 1 3 1 - a-Annual % change - - +100.0 -22.2 -50.0

Total South .4.sinn
Number enn.iled 14 310 333 442 528Annual % change +472.9 4 3.7 4 10.9 +9.7
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TABLE 4.2 - continued

LANGUAGE

ALL COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES SECONDARY
SCHOOLS

1968
I95S 1963 1965 1968 1970

Thai
Number enrolled 3 34 5S 71 67Annual % change

Burmese
+206.7 +35.3 +7.5 -2.8

Number enrolled - 6 0 0 5Annual % change - -50.0 0.0Vietnamese
Number enrolled - 11 19 18Annual % change

IndonesianiMalay
- +40.9 -1.7 -2.6

Nurnber enrolled 12 63 66 100 109Annual % change
'Javanese

- +68.4 +1.4 +17.2 +4.5
Number enrolled- - 1 2 3 6Annual % change

Tagalog
- +50.0 +16.7 +50.0

Number enrolled
1 14 2S 14 9Annual % change

Visayan
- +260.0 +50.0 -16.7 -17.9

Number enrolled .

Annual % change
-- 0

-50.0
Total Southeast Asian

Number enrolled 16 129 174 208 214Annual % change +141.2 +17.4 +6.5 +1.4

Chinese
Number enrolled 585 2,444 3,359 5,061 6,238 2,096
Annual %. change - -1-63.6 +18.7 +16.9 +11.6

Japanese
Number enrolled 837 2,813 :,443 4,324 6,620 4,824
Annual % change - +47.2 +11.2 +8.5 +26.6

Tibetan
Number enrolled 6 33 30 53 59
Annual % change - +90.0 -4.5 +25.6 +5.7

Korean
Number enrolled 26 69 82 70 101
Annual % change - +33.1 +9.4 -3.3 +22.1

Mongolian
Number enrolled 6 42 21 21 20
Annual % change - +120.0 -25.0 0.0 -2.4

Total Ea At Asian
Number enrolled 1,466 5,338 6.065 9,696 12.957 6,920
Annnal tii, change - +52.7 +. +13.0 +17.2

A!! languages
Number enrolled 147,841 296,614 365,239 433,843 466,090 2,156,095
Annual cf: change - +20.1 +11.6 +6.3 +3.7

All languages except Spanish,
Russian. Hebrew

Number enrolled 3,107 11,056 13,096 18,10S 24,175 9,996 .

Annual %. change - +51.2 +6.2 +12.8 +16.8

SouncE: Rh:11ml I. Brod. 7Sut..ey of Foreign Lanpasc CoutNe RegiNtrations in Imoitutkins of Higher Education. fall 1970 ark1 Summer
197E- 8:41:etia of the Astariation for Departments ('l Fareikn Latwaagr, vol. 3 (December. 1971). pp. 46-50.

Source: Richard D. Lambert, Language and Area Studies Review, Table 5.1, 1973.
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4.1.1.2 Specialists

One of the rationales for the development of area studies in American univer-
sities was to remedy a perceived shortage of expert manpower (Lambert, p. 312).
Language by language, it is not known how many specialists there were in the
fifties, or how many there are now. Our research has revealed no statistical
documentation of a shortage of uncommonly taught language specialists. Academic
and government officials believed on the basis of experience, however that a
shortage existed, and available data suggest that few specialists in uncommonly
taught languages would have been available. .Records of linguistiCs degrees con-
ferred (see section 3.1.3) indicate that the total number of linguists in the
fifties was probably wcill under one thousand; the number with expertise in
uncommonly taught langures must have been much smaller. The Lambert survey
turned up only six gradte linguistics degrees related to some world area
over the two year peri. 1957 to 1959. In the same period only 43 graduate
degrees were awarded 5.r ea-related language and literature, including Latin
American and East Euro,,- .n studies (see Table 4.3). Since then the nunber of
both linguistics and lnage and literature specialists has increased dramat-
ically, as illustrated in Tables 4.3 and 4.4. The number of linguistics gra&-
uates found by the Lambcrt area studies review increased over eight-fold, from
6 to 52, between the late fifties and the late sixties, and the total number of
graduating language specialists increased five-fold, from 49 to 256 (see Table
4.3). Information from the Doctorate Records File is of limited utility, since
graduates appeal- in mutually exclusive categories; i.e., specialists in uncom-
monly taught languages may appear as linguistics, language, anthropology, or
possibly other majors. 7T statistics support Lambert's findings, however:
only a handful of PhD jored in languages other than the commonly taught in
1963 and 1964 (15 and 1, respectively), but the number rose to 24 in 1965, 28.
in 1967, 70 in 1969, 85 in 1971, and 99 in 1972. Lambert also found that the
percentage of language-related majors among area studies graduates increased by
three percentage points, from 15,. to 18%, in the ten-year period covered (see
Table 4.3). The NDFL graduate fellowship program must have been significant
in this development; fifty percent of the Doctorate Records File respondents
identifying themselves as majors in "other" languages reported receipt of NDEA
fellowships.

Although statistics by individual language are unavailable, the Lambert study
published statistics classified by world area which show that representation
in most increased proportionately (see Table 4.5) . Thus many new language
specialists are in Latin American and East European studies. The nuMber of
graduating language specialists in other world areas increased sharply, but
remained small in Absolute numbers. Lambert's estimate of the current number
of language specialists for eaCh world area appears in the first three rows
under each subheading in Table 4.4 and in Table 4.5. Lambert estimates, as the
latter table shows, that among 12,685 language and area specialists about 1800
are language specialists of whom about 1500 read, write or speak their language
easily. About 1300 students are training to be language specialists, a figure
which suggests that the large increases of the late 1960's will continue well
into the seventies.
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Table 4.3. Disciplinary Distribution of Specialist and
Student Samples, Lambert Survey, 1970.

Discipline
Specialists

1957-59
Graduates

1967-69
Graduates

Current
Students

No. % No. % No. % No. %

Lang/lit 565 10.1 43 13.2 194 14.2 474 15.7
Linguistics 227 4.0 6 1.8 52 3.8 112 3.7

Lang rel'd 792 14.1 49 15.0 246 18.0 586 19.4
Humanities 315 5.5 6 1.8 36 2.6 99 3.3
Historical 1508 26.9 63 19.4 233 17.0 864 28.7
Soc sciencos 2229 39.7 166 51.1 558 40.8 982 32.6
Education 156 2.8 10 3.1 29 2.1 78 2.6
Apolied/prof 206 3.7 16 4.9 52 3.8 47 1.6
Gen area stur.lies 204 3.6 15 4.7 209 15.4 307 10.2
Nondiscipli.71arv 208 3.7 - - 4 0.3 51 1.6

TOT1J. 5C1C 100.0 325 100.0 1367 100.0 3014 100.0

Source: Lambc:rt, Table 8.9, pp. 327-28.

179

171



Table 4.4. Estimated Language and Area Epecialists, Courses
and Students by World Area and Discipline, 1971.

Read Spec Spec Spec Spec
write or Curr PhD's PhD's MA's MA's Under Grad

World Area/ All speak spec 1957- 1967- 1957- 1967- Area grad area
discipline Spec easily stu's 59 69 59 69 courses enroll enro1

Latin America

Lang/lit 234 223 211 9 31 14 48 749 7,230 6,603
Linguistics 50 56 40 - 7 - 4 35 1,335 257

Lang rc,l'd 292 279 251 9 38 14 -':'i 784 8,565 6,860
Humanities 29 25 25 1 1 - 76 820 479
Historical 527 485 38 iT 9 32 12 :' 415 8,323 4,289
Soc Sci's 1050 916 776 14 100 17 1W, 779 15,074 7,704
APP/prof 194 156 121 4 32 7 16 144 878 2,320
Oen area 96 S9 243 - - 5 121 77 260 661

IOTAL 2180 1950 1802 37 203 55 339 2275 33,920 22,313

F.ast Europe

:.ang/lit 448 434 386 10 3C 3 39 730 7,221 3,635
Cdriguistics F. V 511 73 2 2 - 2 143 192 744

'.ang rel'd 504 490 459 12 32 3 41 873 7,413 4,379
iumanities 36 29 10 1 - 1 47 1,252 178
listorical 818 640 435 4 21 2 27 396 10,152 2,961
ioc sci's 630 163 222 8 20 13 30 499 9,669 4,262
5,PP/Prof 96 SO 20 1 1 - 3 23 37 423
;en area 134 105 59 1 7 51 366 258

roTAL 2218 ,A7 1205 25 73 19 19 1889 28,689 12,461

&ladle East

:.ang/lit 195 143 106 4 e 1 11 333 1,954 1,127
Anguisticn 112 70 20 1 2 - 6 39 39 232

.ang rel'd 307 213 136 5 10 1 17 372 1,993 1,359
lumanitios 154 96 23 - 3 - 4 177 5,717 894
listorical 431 236 145 7 11. a 15 338 7,707 2,107
k)c sci's 448 203 154 10 28 20 25 287 5,964 1,706
WP/Prof 95 40 10 1 - 2 2 18 259 134
km area 227 143 117 1 3 10 65 270 259

TOTAL 1662 931 575 23 53 34 73 1257 21,910 6,459

1

Source: Lambert, Table 9.3, pp. 375-84.

a/ Excludes first three years of language instruction.
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Table 4.4. Estimated Language and Arez: 7ecialists, Courses dnd
Students by World Area and Discipline, 1971 (Cont'd)

World area/
discipline

All
spec

Read
write or
speak
easily

Curr
spec
stu's

Spec
PhD's
1957-
59

Spec
PhD's
1967-
69

Spec
MA's
1957-
59

Spec
MA's
1967-
69

Area
courses

a

Under
grad
enroll

Grad
area

enrola
Africa

Lang/lit 61 18 34 - - - - 49 564 247Linguistics 82 59 52 - 9 - 1 22 81 131

Lang rel'd 143 77 86 - 9 - 1 71 645 378Humanities 50 11 37 1 - - 3 53 1,322 431Historical 344 33 252 3 18 1 23 111 2,833 1,D46Soc sci's 994 179 537 8 46 15 39 308 11,937 3,078Anp/prof 140 16 98 1 8 1 1 37 96 380Gen area 84 5 34 - - - 10 10 46 102

TOTAL 1755 321 1044 13 81 17 77 590 16,87 5,415

South Asia

Lang/lit 53 42 34 - 3 3 52 621 145Linguistics 81 62 18 1 - 2 15 21 55

Lang rel'd 134 104 52 1 3 - 5 67 642 200Humanities 149 49 64 1 4 1 4 125 4,482 633Historical 198 62 93 3 7 4 5 122 1,9C,5 587Soc sci's 460 114 196 12 26 5 23 286 6,135 2,365App/prof 36 10 12 3 11 4 - 18 71 955e: area 82 39 '/.1. - - 4 17 21 825 100

TOTAL 1059 378 488 20 51 18 54 639 14,120 3,980 .

Southeast Asia

Lang/lit 7 2 2 - - - - 26 89 66Linguistic 26 11 27 2 3 2 18 11 126

r,ang rel'd 35 13 29 2 3 7 44 100 192lumanities 27 4 8 - 1 - - 83 2,328 443listorical 87 17 68 1 4 5 2 82 1,991 807;Pc sci's 387 77 175 5 20 21 41 146 3,901 1,227.kpp/proi 67 10 20 2 1 - 2 18 47 152en area 56 11 33 2 - 15 67 397 311

POTAL 659 132 333 10 31 26 62 440 8,764 3,132
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Table 4.4. Estimated Language and Area Socciali 7s, Courses and
Students by World Area and Discipline, 1971 (Coned, 3).

Worl- area/
discipline

All
spec

Read
write or
speak
easily

Curr
spec
stu's

Spec
PhD's
157-
59

Spec
PhD's
1967-
69

Spec
MA's
1957-
59

Spec
MA's
1967-
69

Area
a

courses

Under
grad
enroll

Grad,

area
enroll

East Asia
.

Lang/lit 314 258 292 1 17 1 13 386 3,707 1,379Linguistics 89 80 28 - - - 2 84 333 426

Lang rel'd 403 338 319 1 17 1 15 470 4,040 1,805Humanities 253 156 62 .,
,. 4 - 3 284 6,564 1,517Historical 1072 616 628 6 14 - 20 504 14,686 3,361Soc sci's 975 581 297 8 29 8 17 433 11,219 3,827App/orof 186 97 50 - 4 - 21 162 433Gen area 255 122 274 3 2 27 88 627 440

TOTAL 3144 1910 1730 17 71 11 82 1800 37,316 11,483
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Table 4.5. Estimated Language Specialists, Gradmtes, and
Current Students, by World Area, 1971.

World area

Language
Specialists

Read,

or speak
easily

No.

write

%

1957-59
grads

No.

,

,
-.

1967-69
grads
No. %

Current
students
No.No. %

Latin America 292 16.1 279 18.4 23 4C 9 90 36.7 251 18.8
East Europe 504 27.7 490 324 15 30.6 73 29.8 459 345
Middle East 307 16.9 213 14.1 6 12.2 27 11.0 136 10.2
Africa 143 7.9 77 5.1 10 4.1 86 6.5
South Asia 134 7.4 104 6.9 1 2.0 8 3.3 52 3.9
Southeast Asia 35 1.9 13 0.9 2 4.1 5 2.0 29 2.2
East Asia 403 22.2 338 22.3 2 4.1 32 13.1 319 23.9

TOTAL 1818 I 100.1 1514 100.1 49 99.1 245 100.0 1332 100.0

Source: Lambert, Table 9.3, np. 375-84.
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The perentage of language specials anong area specialists appears to be
increasing. Currently 14.1% of al ..,a specialists are in lancuage-related
disciplines, but the percentage bf _ -lage specialists among graduating area
specialists increased from 15.0% to .0% in the first ten years of the NDEA
program, and the percentage may 5-1C7 -se further, since 19.4% of the students
surveyed by Lambert were Languacy ..dalists (see Table 4.3).

4.1.2 Specialists: Employer Type

The little Information available on the employer types of specialists in
uncommonly taught languages indicates that most work in universities. Although
language specialists were only 14.1% of the area specialists surveyed by
Lamb,-rt, they constituted 29.9% of the faculty in the 203 area centers applying
for NDFL fundine (see Table 4.G). These statistics indicate that language
specialists are ,)::centrated not only in academic positions, but in area cen-
ters, and to a ,:'-ater. extent than specialists in other disciplines. Table 4.6
also shows Uie is-oncentration is not new, since 32.5% of the area progr:tm
faculty in a 1951 survey consisted of language specialists. The secondary
school enrollments recorded in Table 4.1, since they are low and scattered, would
provide little employment for language specialists. Lambert's sample of 203
area programs included no two-year colleges and only 16 four year colleges, sug-
gesting that few language specialists are employed in these institutions
(Lambert, pp. 227-28). Of the area specialists surveyed by Lambert, 22.4, . were
employed non-academically. No breakdown by discipline is given, however-
(Lambert, p. 37), and the high concentration of ianguage specialists in area
centers means fewer would be working elsewhere. The number employed in govern-
ment, business, research organizations, and libraries, is therefore unknown.

4.1.3 Specialists: World Area

Despite recent progress, a breakdown of the 1800 estimated language specialists
by world arca shows that for all but a few languages, exoerts are few. Tables
1.5 and 4.7 show the distribution of specialists estimated and those surveyed.
One sixth of the estimated language specialists are in Latin American studies,
predomthantly .7.panis1i, and over one-fourth are in East European studies, many
probably Russian specialists. Only one thousand remain 5.:a all the languages of
the Middle East, Africa, South Asia, Southeast Asia, and Ep.--t Asia. Moreover,
their average copctence level appears to vary with the number of specialists.
While almost all the East European and Latin American language specialists read,
write or speak their language easily, only three quarters of the specialists in
languages of other areas meet this standard. For certain areas the situation is
even worse. Lambert estimates 312 language speel.alists for all Africa, South
Asia, and Southeast Asia, only two-thirds of whom are flaent. The areas 1.:a
the fewest language !Tecialists also have the lowest ratio of language to all
specialists in that area, as Table 4.5 illustrates. For example, in African
studies there are only 143 estimated language specialists, 77 of them fluent;
among Africanists surveyed, only 12.7% were language specialists. Put differ-
ently, not only are fewer language specialists Africanists, but fewer Africul-
ists are language specialists. In Southeast Asian languages Lambert estimates
only 35 specialists altogether, 13 of them fluent; a mere 5.2% of Southeast
Asian scholars surveyed were language specialists. Contrast East Europe with
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Table 4.6. Discipline Distribution of Lambert Survey Specialists,
NDFL Applicant Program Faculty, and Bennett Survey Facultya.

Discipline
Specialists

NDFL App
Program
Faculty

Bennett
Survey
Faculty

No. % No. % No. %

Lang/literature 565 10.1 822 21.3 97 25.9
Linguistics 227 4.0 335 8.7 25 6.7

Lang related 792 14.1 1157 29.9 122 32.5
umanities 315 5.6 278 7.2 16 4.3

Historical 1508 26.8 623 16.1 81 21.6
Social scienco:: 2229 39.7 1188 30.7 149 39.7
Education 156 2.8 77 2.0 -
Applied/profess 206 3.7 12J, 3.3 7 1.9
Gen Ifea studies 204 3.6 353 9.1 -
Nondisciplin,lry 208 3.7 63 1.6 - -

TOTAL 5618 100.0 3865 100.0 375 100.0

Source: Lambert, Table 3.43, PP- 106-0Y-

a/ Wendell Bennett, Arca Stuaies in American Universities (New York:
Social Science Research Council, 1951), p. as cited by Lambert.
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Table 4.7. Discipline of Lambert Survey Specialists,
;A",-

Latin
America

East
Europe

Middle
East Africa

South
Asia

Discipline No. No. No. No % No

Lang/lit 105 10.7 191 20.2 83 11.7 24 3.5 28 5.0
Linguistics 26 2.6 24 2.5 48 6.8 32 4.6 43 7.7

Lang-rel'd 131 13.3 215 22.7 131 18.4 56 8.1 71 12.7Humanities 13 1.3 15 1.6 66 9.3 20 2.9 79 14.1
Historical 237 24.1 349 36.9 184 25.9 135 19.6 105 18.8
Soc. sci's 472 48.0 29 28.4 92 27.0 390 56.6 243 43.4
Education 26 2.6 14 1.5 16 2.3 24 3.5 11 2.0
App/prof 61 6.2 27 2.9 25 3.5 31 4.5 8 1.4
Gen area 16 1.6 29 3.1 73 10.3 5 0.7 26 4.6
Nondisci. 27 2.9 28 3.0 24 3.4 28 4.1 17 2.9

TOTAL 100.0 946 100.0 711 100.0 689 100.0 560 100.0

Southeast
Asia

No.
Lang/lit 4 1.0
Linguistics 17 4.2

East
Asia Oceania

No. % No.
130 10.0
37 2.8

Lang-rel'd 21 5.2 167 12.8
Humanities 17 4.2 105 8.1
Historical 53 13.2 444 34.1
SDC sci's 237 58.8 404 31.0
&Acation 23 5.6 41 3.1
Apz./prof 18 4.5 36 2.8
Gen area 10 2.5 45 '...4

Nondisci. 24 6.0 60 .7

1

22

Total
No.

4.2
91.7
4.2

TOTAL 403 00.1) 1302 1(.0.0 24 100.0

Source: Lamliert., Tab]e 3.44, pp. IC9-10.
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over 500 estimated language specialists, almost all able to read, write or
speak their language easily, where language scholars constituted 22.7% of the
area specisalists surveyed. The enrollment figures shown in Table 4.8 indi-
cate that this situation will continue unchanged: the number of currently
specializing students and enrollments in the languages of each area are
roughly proportionate to the number of specialists.

4.1.4 Courses and Enrollments: World Area

Tables 4.8, 4.9 and 4.10 show the distribution of area courses and enroll-
ments by discipline and world area. While language specialists constitute
29.9% of the faculty at WWI, applicant programs, language courses constitute
a total of 41.2% of the courses offered. If the first tbree years of lan-
guage instruction are excluded 30.2% of the aourses a Lil language
related. The latter, however, account for only 16.6% of the total enroll-
ment in all area-related courses: 23.2% of the graduate and 13.9% of the
undergraduate enrollment. The advanced-level courses, then, are considerably
smaller than most other area courses. An analysis cf course offerings by
world area shows the same inbalanced pattern as the distribution of special-
ists. (See Table 4.10.) With all lasvein of instruction included, over sixty
percent of area-related cOurses in East Eaaupean and East Asian studies and
half those in Middle Eastern and Latia American area studies are language
courses, contrasted with 40% in Southeast Asia, 37% in African, and-35% in
South Asian area studies programs. With basic courses excluded, the imbal-
ances become glaring. Instruction beyond the third year iL, rare in African
and Southeast Asian languagas, and ir7reoucaL in riddle Eastern and East
Asian languages. (Table 4.11 shows the ratio of advanced to all language
courses.) Moreover, more detailed statistics compiled by Lambert indicate
that if the primary languagea of each region were excluded (e.g., Arabic and
Hebrew for the Middle East, Chieese and Japanese for East Asia), the propor-
tion of advanced instruction would be much lower.

4.2 Linga' and Linguiatics in Language nd Area Studies

4.2.1 Historical Background

Linguists have played a special role in the teaching of uncommonly taught
languagea in thia country. As Lambert describes it, World War II brought a
sudden need for materials in many uncommonly taught languages, a need filled
largely by linguists. With linguists came the oral-aural teaching style,
which !;tr.r1 "functioual skills" taught by a team of iinguist and native
ieC-amant. (Lambert, pp. 190-91. 1 The trend continued with the commencement

1/ Thc pedagogical resul';a;
only indirectly (see Sectia7
and Richard T. Thompson, "Th
Review of Foreign LarlTiarfe

,J17 thia devulopment are of interest to this study
4.4). For discussLon, see Lambert, pp. 190-202,

- 71ncommon1y Taught Languages," The Britannica
vol. 3 (1970) . pp. 279-302.
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Table 4.8. Disciplinary Distribution of NDFL Applicant Program Courses,
Enrollments, and Current Specialist Students, 1968-70.

Courses
Undergrad.
enrollment

Graduate
enrollment

Total
enrollment

Specialist
studentsDiscipline No. % "so. % No. % No. 1 No.I %

Lang/lita 2325 26.2 21,386 13.2 13,202 20.2 34,588 15.2 474 15.7
Linguistics 356 4.0 1,176 0.7 1,956 3.0 3,132 1.4 112 3.7

Lang-rel'd 26E1 30.2 22,562 13.9 15,158 23.2 37,720 16.6 586 19.4Humanities 845 9.5 22,475 13.8 4,599 7.0 27,074 11.9 99 3.3Historical 1868 22.1 47,659 29.4 15,158 23.2 62,817 27.t: 864 28.7Soc sci's 2738 30.8 63,899 39.4 24,270 37.2 88,169 38.1 982 32.6Education 130 1.5 477 0.3 1,551 2.4 2,028 0.', 78 2.6
APP/Prof 151 1.7 1,173 0.7 2,486 3.8 3,659 1.c. 47 1.6Gen area 320 3.6 3,077 1.9 1,681 2.6 4,758 2.1 307 10.2
Nc-Idisci. 57 0.6 976 0.6 340 0.5 1,316 0.f. %,:. 1.6

TOTTI, 8890 100.0 162,2'18 100.0 65,243 100.0 227,541 100.0

Source: Lambert, Ta.Jle 4.2, pp. 122-23.

a/ Does not include the first three leers of language instruction, 3739 additional
courses; if they are included, language-related courses constitute 41.21 of the
total of 12,629 area courses (Lambert, p. 124).
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Table 4.9. Number and Percent of NDFL Ilpplicant Program
Courses by Discipline and World Area, 1968-70.

Discipline

Latin
America

East
Europe

Middle
East Africa

No. No. No. No.

Literature 749 32.9 730 38.6 333 26:5 49 8.3
Linguistics 35 1.5 143 7.6 39 3-1 22 3.7

Lang-reltda 784 34.5 873 46.2 372 29.6 71 12.0
Humanities 76 3.3 47 2.5 177 14.1 53 9.0
Historical 415 18.2 396 21.0 338 26.9 111 18.8
Soc sc1's 779 34.2 499 2644 287 22.8 308 52.2
Education 55 2.4 10 0.5 5 .0.4 25 4.2
App/prof 89 3.9 14 0.7 13 1.0 12 2.0
Nondisci. 77 3.4 50 2.6 65 5.2 10 1.7

TOTAL 2275 99.9 1889 99.9 1252 100.0 590 99.9

South Southeast East All
Asia Asia Asia Areas
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Literature 52 8.1 26 5.9 3'%6 21.4 2325 26.2
LinuuisLies 15 2.3 18 4.1 84 4.7 356 4.0

Lang-relle 67 10.5 44 10.0 470 26-1 2681 30.2
Humanities 125 19.6 83 18.9 284 15.8 845 9.5
Historical 122 19.1 82 18.6 504 23.0 1968 22.1
Soc sci's 286 44.8 146 33.2 433 24.1 2738 30.8
Education 11 1.7 13 3.0 11 0.6 130 1.5
App/prof 7 1.1 f- 1.1 11 0.6 151 1.7
Nondisci. 21 3.3 67 15.2 87 4.8 377 4.2

TOTAL 639 100.1 440 100.0 1600 100.0 8890 100.0

Source: Laml)ert, Table 4.3, pp. 126-27.

a/ Does not ir-Judc the first three years of language instruction.

189

181



Table 4.10. Language as Percent of All NDFL Applicant
Program Courses, by World Area, 1968-70.

World Area

Latin America 49.1
East Europe 66.0
Middle East 52.3
Africa 37.3
South Asia 34.5
Southeast Asia 40.5
Easi.1 Asia 60.7

ALL 41.2

Source: rImbert, pp. 125, 128.
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Table 4.11. Advanced as Percent of All Language-Related
Courses in NDFL Applicant Programs, 1968-70.

World Area Percentage

Latin America. 41.0
East Europe 30.3
Middl East 18.9 ;

Africa 6.4
South Asia 27.0
Southeast Asia 3.4
East Asia 21.7

Source: Lambet, Table 4.4, p. 128.

Note: Advanced are language courses beyond the
third year, literature, and linguistics courses.
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of the NDEA program in 1958 and the establishment of the Peace Corps in the
early sixties. Relatively few linguists were then available (section 3.1
gives some indication of their numbers), and many were pressed into teaching
and materials pieparation in uncommonly taught languages.

The situations which linguists and linguistics methods entered differed.
The study of certain languages was already established in American universi-
ties. East European languages were taught in tradtionally oriented language
and literature departments (Lambert, p. 190), as were vile classical lan-
guages of East Asia, the Middle East, and South As-ie in the Orientalist and
Hebraic tradition, a mix of larguage, literature, and history (Lambert,
pp. 128-29). Some linguists, particularly older ones, were trained in this
tradition. Most were not, however, and the outcome is the co-existence
today of both linguists and traditionally oriented language and literature
scholars in certain fields, notably East European, Middle Eastern, and Far
Eastern languages. Other languages were rarely studied by Americans before
the Second World War or even 1958; in these fields lingaists now predominate.

4.2.2 Estimated Numbers of Specialist-Linguists

The LSA Membership Survey indicates with reasonable accu:L'acy the tot.
number of linguists specializing in uncommonly taught languages.
was too small to provide guidance vis a vis particular languages or
language groups, however. The Lambert study separates linguists out
level of world areas, and forms the basis for most of our discussin- !,11nber1L
estimates that altogether about 500 linguists are involved in area stvd1es
(see Table 4.12). LSA statistics on areas of specialization (shown in
Table 2.17 and adjusted for overlap) show that about 29% of the lirsLics
work force (or 870 linguists) specialize in uncommonly taught lanc. if
North American Indian and West European (i.e., non-area studies) Iguages
are excluded the figure is 21% or About 630. One third of the rearch
topics reported by working linguists (see Table 2.20) involved uncommonly
taught languages including North American Indian and West. European; when the
latter are excluded the figure is one-fourth. Lambert's figures may be
expected to differ from the LSA's for several reasons. First, as noted above,
some uncommonly taught languages do not fall under the rubric of language and
area studies. Second, Lambert's disciplinary classifications are based upon
the respondent's self-identification, while the LSA study included as lin-
guists some persons who identified themselves as language specialists. Both
these factors would render 1,,T,ert's statistics on linguistics lower than the
LSA's. Third, Lambert's data included Spanish and Russian, Ansofar as they
were associated with Latin American and East European area studies; most
linguists in these areas work in commonly, rather than uncommonly taught lan-
guages. Finally, the LSA statistics were compiled two years after Lambert's
and thereforc include two years' graduates who have joined the work force.
When the effects of tne first three factors arc estimated and Lambert's sta-
tistics adjusted accordingly, we find, as of 1971, abo,lt 600 linguists in
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Table 4.12. Estimated Linguists, Linguistics Graduates and Current
Linguistics Students Associated with Area Studies, by World Area, 1971.

World area
Linguists

Read, write
or speak
easily

1957-59
grads

1967-69
grads

Current
students

No. % No. S No. No. % No. %

Latin America 58 11.5 56 14.2 - 11 26.2 e0 15.5
East Europe 56 11.1 56 14.2 2 4 9.5 73 28.3
Middle East 112 22.1 70 17.8 1 8 19.0 20 7.8
Africa 82 16.2 59 15.0 10 23.8 52 20.2
South Asia 81 16.0 62 15.7 1 2 4.8 18 7.0
Southeast Asia 28 5.5 11 2.8 2 5 11.9 27 10.5
East Asia 89 17.6 80 20.3 - 2 .4.8 28 10.9

TOTLL 506 100.0 394 100.0 6 42_, 100.2 258 100.2

Source: Larbert, Table 9.3, pp. 375-84.
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uncommonly taught languages, a number corroborated by the LSA's figure of 630
in 1973. 1

Although the number of availdble linguists per language is unknown,2 LaMbert
has estimated the number active in the study of each world area as well as

.the nuMber thought to read, write or speak an area language easily. 3 In the

1/ The number 630 is adjusted for the first factor, since it is based upon
data excluding non-area studies languages. We adjusted the Lambert figure
for the second and third factors as follows: Lambert's exact estimate is 506,
of whom 114 are in Latin American and East European studies. We assumed on
the basis of an educated guess that three-quarters, or 86, of the latter worked
exclusively in Spanish or Russian, and subtracted that number, leaving 420
linguises in uncommc:nly taue.., _Languages. The latter figure accounts only for
those who identify themselves as linguists. Among respondents to the LSA Mem-
bership Survey, 199 reported a specialty in a foreign language; 57, or 29% of
these identified themselves as foreign language specialists rather than
linguists. The comparable figure based upon Lambert's estimates is 592 (de-
rived from the equation x = 420 ± .29x), :'hich, given the two-year difference
coincides almost exactly with the LSA estimate (cf. Table 4.13).
2/ Statistics by language appear in Tables 2.17 and 2.20, but the samples on
which they are based are too small to permit their being considered represent-
ative at this level of detail. This conclusion it. supported by the results
obtained when the figures in these tables are classified by wOrld area and ex-
trapolated to the entire sample: they are completely at variance with Lambert's
more comprehensive samples. Data on language specialization collected by the
National Register of Scientific and Technical Personnel did not prove u';eful in
this study. Although the figures published were limited to t;.7o languages per
respondent, if they are to be be?ieved, arout 60% of all linguists possess some
degree of skill in uncanmonly taught languages.
3/ When Lambert's estimates of linguists per world area arc adjusted in the
same manner as his total estimate (see note 1 above), the results arc:

Read, write or speak
World area Esed no of linguists lang easily

Middle East 158 99
Africa 115 83
South Asia 114 87
Southeast Asia 39 15
East Asia 125 112

We prefer not to base our discussion upon these figures, however, for two
reasons: First, we assumed that if 29% of linguists specializing in any for-
eign language identified themselves as language specialists rather than lin-
guists, the same was true of those specializing in uncommonly taught languages.
Given the differences in the relationships between linguists and other language
specialists in the different world areas, and our ignorance of the factors
affecting professional identification, this assumption becomes too questionable
to be used at this level. Second, at this level, the estimates cannot be
checked against statistics obtained from an independent source such as the LSA
MeMbership Survey.
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first two areas listed in Table 4.12, Latin America and East Europe, the num-
ber of linguists working in languages outside Spanish and Russian is not known,
and we shall not discuss them further except to point out that almost 100% are
fluent in at least one language of their area. Among the remaining world areaS
with the exception of Southeast Asia, linguists are much more evenly distrib-
uted tha:1 are language and literature specialists or language specialists as a
group (see Tables 4.4 and 4.5). Lambert estimates 112 linguists in Middle
Eastern languages, 80-90 each in Afica, South Asia, and East Asia, but only
about 30 in Southeast Asia- Levels c.f linguistic competence vary widely, how-
ever: 90% of the linguists in East Asian studies read, write, or speak their
language easily, compared with ai;out 75% of African and South Asian area lin-
guists, 62% in Middle Eastern languages, and only 40% of those working in
Southeast Asian linguistics.

4.2.3 Ratio of Linguists and Lang7aage and Literature Specialists

The balance of linguists ana language and literature specialists varies with
world areas. As oreviously discussed, Lambert's estimates of linguists vs.
language and literature specialists must be raad with some caution, since
some who identify themselves as the latter.are probably linguists under the
definition used in this study. With this caveat in mind, we may consider
Table 4.6, which shows that linguists constitute 4.0% of area specialists
generally, and 8.7% of those in NDFL applicant programs, and indicates that
linguists are outnumbered two and one-half to one by language and literature
scholars in both groups. In 1951, however, the ratio was 4-1. Iliarences
by world area appear in Tables:4.7 and 4.13. According to the fi!.;-, based
upon disciplinary self- identification, in African, South Asian a:. ' :outheast
Asian studies, linguists outnumber language and literature speciaf while
in Latin American, East European, and East Asian languages, they a.--(:itute
less than one-fifth the total language specialists and are in a t. Lo one
minrity in Middle Eastern languages. Classification by program h.,Ids, re-
flected in.Table 4.13, provides different results for some areas, notably
South Asia (linguists a minority of 44% rather than a majority of 60%) , East
Europe (percentage of linguists 27% rather than 11%), and the Middle East
(linguists only 24% com2ared with 37% of all language specialists). The
source of these variations is unknown. The comparison indicates that although
estimates of the total number of linguists in area studies and of the total
number of language specialists in each area may be reliable, the breakdown
by world area of linguists alone is apparently not.

4.2.4 L;Eployer Type

Linguists as well as language specialists are concentrated, not only at
academic institutions, but at those with area programs (see Table 4.6).
Statistical data on the employer type of the others are so sparse that we
have included them only in section 4.5.1, in order to avoid unnecessary repe-
tition. Two particular non-academic institutions which sponsor linguistic
work deserve more detailed discussion here, however, because of their exten-
sive involvement with uncomnonly taught languages.
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Table 4.13. Percent of Linguists Among Language
Faculties in NDFL Applicant Programs, 1968-70.

World Area Percent of. Linguists

Latin America 17.6
East Europe 27.5
Middle East 23.7
Africa 60.5
South Asia 43.6
Southeast Asia 69.2
East Asia 29.5

ALL 29.0

Source: Lambert, Table 5.12, p. 190.
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The first is the Foreign Service Institute of the U. S. Department of State.
When surveyed in 1973, the School of Language Studies employed 30 linguists
working in both commonly and uncommonly taught languages at Washington and
field schools. Twelve of them held a Ph.D., and eighteen did not. The three
branch schools employed one linguist each for Japanese, Chinese, and Arabic,
each school. enrolling 10-20 language students. Twenty-seven linguists on
the Washington staff supervised 100 instructors teaching 36 different uncom-
monly languages. (The range of this effort becomes more apparent when one
considers that all 364 working linguists responding to the LSA MeMbership
Survey reported specializing in 51 uncommonly taught languages and conduct-
ing research in 41.) Eadh linguist in Washington was supervising one to
three languages. Over the last 15 years the School has produced basic and
intermediate level materials in 60 languages; at the time of the survey, the
staff was working on 19 projects in 14 different uncoiomonly taught languages.
Languages taught at the FSI in three different time periods are listed in
Appendix B. The Dean reported that specific languages taught varied from
one time to another and that future changes were impossible to predict. A
comparison of the three tables, however, shows that all the languages taught
in fiscal 1968 appear in the 1972 and 1973 tables (except for Swahili, not
listed in the last-mentioned), suggesting a stable core of languages of
interest to the federal government.

The second non-acadamic institution working with many uncommonly taught lan-
guages is the Summer Institute of Linguistics, which as of 1973 sponsored the
work of 900 American linguists. (131 with advanced degrees).in approximately
550 languages. The SIL's linguistic work appears to be the complement of
language and area studies concerns: minority group, unofficial, usually pre-
viously unwritten languages. For most, SIL members are likely the only
American specialists and the source of the only materials in or about the
language. Studies undertaken by SIL linguists include linguistic analyses,
dictionaries, texts, alphabet deaign and literacy materials including some
bilingual in the national language and the language under study. (Appendix C
contains more detailed information about the SIL.)

4.2.5 Language and Linguistics Instruction

Linguists under discussion in this chapter are active in language teaching.
According to the LSA Membership Survey, only 3.5% of academically employed
respondents held appointments in departments of uncommonly taught languages--
a total of a little under 100 linguists altogether when extrapolated to the
entire estimated work force. On the other hand, of those reporting the sub-
jects of their courses, 13.8% taught at least one course in an uncommonly
taught language (not including courses in the linguistics of those languages).
Application of this percentage to the total of 2450 linguists thought to be
academically employed produces an estimate of 338 currently engaged in
instruction in uncommonly taught languages in American universities.
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Linguistics classes in uncommonly taught languages are quite small according
to the enrollment statistics set forth in Table 4.8. Although linguistics
courses are 4.0% of all area courses (not counting the first three years of
language instruction), they account for only 1.4% of the total enrollment,
3.0% of all graduate, and 0.7% of all undergraduate area studies enrollment.
Although linguists constituted 29% of the language faculty in programs in the
sample, the ratio of all language to linguistics courses was 17-1, and with
the first three years of language instruction excluded was 6 1/2-1 (see
Table 4.8). As Table 4.9 shows, the percentage of linguistics courses varies
widely among world areas, from a low of 1.5% in Latin American area courses
to a high of 7.6% in East European courses. In absolute numbers, linguistics
courses are few except in East European and Far Eastern languages. They are
most infrequent in those areas where language instruction itself is weakest--
Africa, South Asia, and Southeast Asia, and where the number of language
specialists (linguists or not) is smallest.

4.3 The Supply of Linguists in the Uncommonly Taught Languaric.7;

Calculation of the supply of linguists specializing in uncommonly taught
languages is founded upon two statistics: our estimate of 592 linguists in-
volved in area studies in 1971, and LaMbert's finding that in the late sixties
14.5% of all linguistics doctorates awarded were associated with language and
area studies (Lambert, Table 8.10, p. 330). The first figure has been dis-.
cussed in Section 4.2 above. The second seems low, compared with the 20% of
the linguistics work force who reported a specialization in uncommonly taught
languages, and the 20?; of doctoral linguistics students who anticipate seek-
ing employment in one or more uncommonly taught languages (see Table 2.64).
The demand for linguists spurred by the Second World War, the NDEA, and Peace
Corps programs may have pressed a larger percentage of linguists into work
associated with uncommonly taught languages than will happen in the future,
how:ver. Therefore we have taken 145% cf graduating linguistics Ph.D.'s as
a conservative estimate of their future availability for work in the uncom-
monly taught languages. Our estimates are also conservative in that, while
we start with a base of 592 linguists at all degree levels, the additions
projected include only PhD's. Additional, unpredictable numbers will enter
at the masters' level. Table 4.14 .shows low and high projections of the
increase during the next decade of that portion of the linguistics work force
thought to specialize in uncommonly taught languages. The figures are based
upon the low and high projections of all linguistics PhD's shcwn in Table 3.11
in conjunction with the assumptions that 1.5% of the work force will die or
retire each year, that 14.8% of the graduating PhD's are foreign citizens who
will leave this country for their own on graduation, and that 14.5% of the
remainder will specialize in uncommonly taught languages. Under the low
estimate, the number of linguists in uncommonly taught languages will increase
by about 200. The high estimate projects a net increase of 250. These
figures are very approximate because of the number and uncertainty of the
underlying assumptions. Nonetheless, past trends and our knowledge of the as-
pirations of present graduate stUdents support these estimates. Among graduate
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Table 4.14. Net Work Force Increases at Doctoral Level for
Linguists in Uncommonly Taught Languages, 1972-1983.

(a) Based on Minimum Projections of Doctorates

Year Base
Losses by

Death/Retirementa Net PhDsb Net Increase

1971-72 592 9 20 11
1972-73 603 9 20 11
1973-74 614 9 24 15
1974-75 629 9 25 16
1975-76 645 10 28 18
1976-77 663 10 30 20
1977-78 684 10 27 17
1978-79 701 10 28 18
1979-80 719 11 29 18
1980-81 737 11 29 18
1981-82 755 11 30 19
1982-83 774 12 30 18

Resulting total in 1982-83: 792

(b) Based on Maximum Projections of Doctorates

1971-72 592 9 20 11.
1972-73 603 9 24 15
1973-74 618 9 27 18
1974-75 636 10 30 20
1975-76 656 10 32 22
1976-77 678 10 34 24
1977-78 702 11 34 23
1978-79 725 11 34 23
1979-80 748 11 34 23
1980-81 771 12 35 23
1981-82 794 12 36 24
1982-83 818 12 37 25

Resulting total in 1982-83: 843

a/At rate of 1.5% per year.
b/Projected number of linguistics doctorates less non-citizens leaving

this country, estimated at 14.8% of the total PhD's graduating x .145
(14.5% of total linguistics PhD's estimated to be associated with area
studies).

199

191



students surveyed by the LSA, 50 doctoral linguistics students expected to seek
employment in the uncommonly taught languages in 1973 and 1974 alone. Lambert
estimated 258 linguistics students in area studies in 1971 (Table 4.12). Thus,
available information indicates that during the next decade at least 300 new
graduates will likely be on the job market at the doctoral 1,!vel alone, and
that at least 200 new (i.e., non-replacement) positions will be required to
employ them in situations utilizing their knowledge of uncommonly taught
languages. Given the number of languages in which teaching and study is de-
sirable, and the low level of competence of American area specialists in most
(see section 4.4), this is not a large number for a ten-year period, but
whether the need will be translated into jobs is another question to be con-
sidered (though inconclusively) later.

The, distribution of graduates among.world areas is difficult to .determine.
The only statistics available are Lambert's estimates of the distribution of
current specializing students in Table 4.12. A comparison of the percentage
of linguists now working in each world area with the nuMber of linguistics
students specializing shows that many more students appear to be specializing
in East European languages, and many fewer in Middle Eastern. Estimates of
linguists per world area are of questionable accuracy, however; see section
4.2.

4.4 The Need for Specialists in the Uncommenly Taught Languages

The Lambert survey documents extensively the need for more and better train-
ing and materials in the uncommonly taught languages, and the reader is re-
ferred to that work for complete findings on this subject and Lambert's
conclusions. Here we will summarize those findings of greatest interest to
linguists.

Lambert sugjests that the expanion of language and area studies in this
country has two principal aims: to remedy a manpower deficiency and to de-
parochialize American culture and education (Lambert, p. 312). His findings
relate primarily to the first. The most important as regards languages is
reflected in Table 4.15: the low level of language competence among area
specialists. With the exception of Spanish and a few East European languages
(in which specialists probably include many native speakers) , the language
skill level is low. Moreover, if one excludes the one or two primary languages
of each arel (Spanish, Russian, Arabic, Swahili, Hindi/Urdu, Malay, Chinese,
and japa-lese) skill levels are even lower, and the number of respondents report-
ing any familiarity small. (Lambert, pp. 84-85). In fact, in his recommenda-
tions, Lambert states that "the most immediate need is for upgrading the lan-
guage competences of those in the current national pool." (Lambert, pp. 389-90).
His recommendations toward accomplishing this end are related to his findings
on language instruction, and will be summarized later.

One of the piincipal reasons for the low level of language competence is the
low initial level of training: more than half the specialist graduates of
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Table 4.15. Mean Language Skill Scores of Language and
Area Specialists, by Language, 1971.

Score No. of respondents

Latin America

Spanish
Portuguese
Cent. Amer. Ind.

8.02

5.33
5.08

1007
515
13

Guarani 5.67 3
Quechua 5.17 6
Other S. Amer. Ind. 5.50 4

East Europe

Baltic 7.61 18
Rumanian 6.44 23
Mod>rn G,-eak 6.31 64
Albanian 6.80 5
Hungarian 8.23 22
Estonian 7.00 b
Russian 7.28 986
Polisn 6.79 224
Czech/Slovak 6.89 142
Serbo-Croatian 6.80 183
Bulgarian 5.99 75
Ukranian 7.19 65
Other Slavic 6.38 86

Middle East

Persian 6.25 181
Kurdish 5.50 4
Other Iranian 5.13 11
Armenian 7.18 17
Arabic 6.13 53q
Hebrew 6.74 233
Amharic 5.09
Otner Semitic 5.13 13n
Berber 6.80 5
oushitic 3.83 6
Osmanli Turkish 6.51 179
Otner Turkic 6.42 26
Mongolian 6.05 21
Other Altaic 6.33 3
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Table 4.15. Mean Language Skill Scores of Language and
Area S ecialists, b Lanquace, 1971 (Coned)

Score No. of respondents

Africa

Hausa 5.82 50
Swahili 6.18 184
Xhosa/Zulu 6.00 14
Other Bantu 6.34 77
Akan 5.81 16
Ibo 6.62 13
Yoruba 4.57 21
Pula 5.75 8
Other Niger-Congo 5.74 38
Other Sub-Saharan

African 5.68 19

South Asia

Hindi/Urdu 6.22 379
Bengali 5.90 63
Gujarati 6.64 22
Sinhalese 4.93 14
Marathi 6.26 43
Oriya 5.45 11
Punjabi 6.32 25
Other Indic 5.55 202
Pashtu 6.18 11
Tamil 5.68 37
Telegu 6.56 25
Malayalam 5.80 10
Kannada 5.59 17
Other Dravidian 5.83 6

Southt!ast Asia

Thai/Lao 5.94 95
Burmese 5.26 42
Vietnamese 5.84 63
Cambodian 5.29 7
Other Southeast Asian 5.69 13
Malay/Bahasa 6.56 181
Javanese 7.00 . 6
Tagalog 5.37 43
Visayan 6.09 11
Ilocano 5.75 4
Other Indonesian 5.95 22
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Table 4.15. (Cont'd 3)

Score No. of respondents

East Asia

Mandarin Chinese 6.70 893
Other Chinese 5.87 60
Tibetan 5.48 21
Japanese 6.50 841
Korean 6.92 98

Source: Lambert, Table 3.27, op. 74-83.

Note: Skill score derived by assigning a score of 1 to "no
skill at all," 2 to "with difficulty," and 3 to "easily."
Lowest possible score is 3, indicating general familiarity
with the language but no skills, and maximum possible is- 9,
.indicating highest skills in three cateries of reading,
writing.and speaking.
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language and area centers have taken no language training at all, and the re-
mainder have received the average equivalent of four and one half semester
course units (Lambert, p. 394). The latter group includes language special-
ists, who constitute about 15% of the national specialist pool; the average
language training period of the remainder must be considerably under two
years then. Current enrollment figures indicate that this situation will
continue: 70!L of the students enrolled for language courses are at what
Lambert terms the "basic skill acquisition level"--first, second or third
year courses. Table 4.16 shows the breakdown by world area. In African,
South Asian, and Southeast Asian languages the great majority of enrollees
are in these basic courses. Other tables (not shown here) show that the
"enrollment gradient" is even steeper for most languages. Only the primary
languages (Spanish, Russian, Arabic, Portuguese, Hebrew, Chinese and Japanese)
have more than a few students Der program enrollea in courses at the fourth
year or beyond. (Lambert, pp. 65-77).

The availability of materials largely corresponds to enrollments. Lambert-4
finds a lack of even a basic complement of materials for.almost all uncom-
monly taught languages apart from Chinese, Japanese, Arabic and the East
European languages (Lambert, p. 198). The technology of linguistics has not
been extended into advanced language teaching, and materials for language
instruction beyond the second year arc rare. Lambert believes there are two
reasons for this lack: ladk of interest on the part of both linguists and
language teachers and lack of funds and facilities for refinement and pub-
lication of those materials that are written (Lambert, pp. 196-98).

Other problems arise from the format of formal instruction. In spite of
the opportunities presented by small classes, there is little individuali-
zation of instruction based upon individual aptitudes, motivation, and
utilization goals, and students move uniformly through fixed Semester-unit
sequences (Lambert, pp. 199-201). The problem is worsened by the students'
lack of opportunity for using the language outsie'e language courses. Lan-
guage study for many studerts is essentially "a separate enterprise which
may form part of the required training but which has very little bearing on
the rest of it." (Lambert, p. 186). Many students enrolled in area courses
are not specialists and not expected to possess language skills; moreover;
faculty members themselves often lack language skills (Lambert, p. 243).
LaMbert found that fewer than 10s:. of thc non-language courses on Southeast
Asia, South Asia, and Africa required any use of an area language. Even in
Latin American studies, Only one-third of the non-language courses entailed
foreign language use. Moreover, 79% of these classes were literature courses
(Lambert, p. 243). Use of a foreign language in non-language classes was
found especially infrequent outside Spanish, Russian, Arabic, Hebrew, Chinese
and Japanese (Lambert, p. 244).

The lack of language use carries over into the student's later work. Most
of Lambert's respondents, whether specialists, program graduates, or students
training to be specialists, wanted more opportunities to use the language of
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Table 4.16. Percent of All Language Enrollees Still
it Basic Skill Acquisition Level, 1971.

World Arca
Percent of Enrollees in
Basic Skill Courses

Latin "merica 66.0
East Europe 40.8
Middle East 47.5
Africa 73.8
South Asia 82.3
Southeast Asia 91.8
East As5a 57.8

ALL 70.3

Source: Lamb-rt, Table 5.7, p. 182.

Note: Basic skill acquisition level, refers to first,
second and third year language courses.
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their area and language training in the country where the language is spoken.
Few thought that any of the current aspects of language training should be
reduced; substantial percentages desired more of most aspects, especially oral/
aural drill and style variety (generally 55-65%), and secondarily, translation
practice and language laboratory time (33-45%) (Lambert, p. 189). Lambert
also notes the rapid attrition of skills which results from infrequent use
(p. 389).

To remedy this situation so far as currew.: specialists are concerned, Lambert
recommends (1) "the adaptation of existing centers or the establishment of new
ones to prepare, administer and monitor individualized language instruction,
especially at the advanced levels"; (2) the preparation and regular and wide
circulation of substantively interesting materials to reinforce and gradually
improve existing skills; (3) the creation of language use opportunities in
the United States, by, e.g., conferences conducted in an area language; (4)
the creation of language use opportunities in countries under study (LaMbert,
p. 30j). For specializing students he proposes a requirement of mastery and
use of an area language, and judgment of mastery in terms of career goals and
performance testing rather than completion of course units, goals which will
require the develoement of standardized testing and teaching materials and
greater emphasis on advanced language instruction. Lambert urges that NDEA
language fundine he concentrated upon projects aimed at improving the level
of competence of both students and specialists (Lambert, pp. 394-95). These
recommendations are related to other proposals for area traininee for exailple,
curricular changes to prepare students for non-academic careers, language use
in lectures and non-language courses, sojourns in the country under study;
any reader interested in pursuing subjects discuesed in this chapter is urged
to read the entire Lambert study and to consider the study and teaching of
uncommonly taught languages in the context of area studies.

4.5 The Demand for Linguists 3pecia1izing in Uncommonly Taught Languages

Lambert argues persuasively the importance of expending and improving in-
struction in t.h f:! uncommonly taught languages, and indicates that linguists
can mav.e a substantial contribution to this process. It does n follow, how-
ever, that the need will be translated into demand embodied in job positions,
salaries, and funds for research and publication. In this section we will
attempt, as available data permit, to measure the demand for linguists spe-
cializing in uncommonly taught languages by indicators discussed in connection
with the demand for linguists generally: current employment, recent hiring,
emPloyment problems, funding, and estimates of future demand.

4.5.1 Demand as Reflected by Current Employment

As indicated by tho current employment of specialists in uncommonly taught
languages, clond appears to be focussed in large universities with relatively
well-develope 7:Inguiage programs; a few positions exist in other universities,
four-year collee, and government. As discussed in section 4.2, Lambert's
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statistics indicate that linguists as well as language and literature special-
ists are concentrated at universities to an even greater extent than other
area specialists. Four percent of all area specialists are linguists, but 8.7%
of the staff of NDFL applicant programs (see Table 4.6). Of LSA Membership
Survey respondents specializing in uncommonly taught languages and employed in
higher education, 50% were at the fourteen universities with the most pres-
tigious depertments of linguistics, and 80% at institutions offering a lin-
guistics PhD, percentages far in excess of those for all academically employed
linguists (23% and 49% respectively). These are largely the same institu-
tions which house NDZA centers or have applied for them. Cmly 3.5% of all
academically employed linguists surveyed by the LSA held full-time appoint-
ments in departments of uncommonly taught languages (e.g., Near 'etern lan-
guages). Most are in anthropology, Slavic languages, and 1ing-1..1; 'es depart-
ments. Statistics on recent hiring provided by linguistics dep. .eent and
program heads (see section 4.5.2) indicate that a substantial pre ,)rtion, per-
haps a majority, hold linguistics appointments.

The major non-academic employers of linguists in uncommonly taught languages
appear to b.: the federal government and missionary organizations (primarily
the Summer Institute of Linguisties). The federal government employs About 3%
of all linguists in the work force, or 90-100 linguists (see section 2.2.9).
Many government positions for linguists entail work in ESOL or foreign lan-
guages, often uncommonly taught. The largest federal employers concerned with
uncommonly taught languages are the Poreign Service Institute and the Defense
Language Institute, both of which conduct instruction in many languages with
linguist-native instructor tearne. Other agencies which have employed lin-
guists with skills in uncornmonly taught languages include the Library of
Cckejress, the National Security i.gency, the Central Intelligence Agency, and

sagencie engaged in translation.I The number of federal government positions
for linguists appears not to have increased in recent years (see section 2.4.1).
Specific data are available only for the FSI, but that information may reflect
the situation for other agencies also, since their reimbursements account for
over half the FSI's salary budget for linguists. Generally, the FSI staff has
contracted but not its operations. Although the ',SI School of Language Studies
lost 13 positions for linguists since 1968 Ireducing their number from 43 to
30), in 1973 the School taught more uncommonly taught languages at one time--
35--than in all of fiscal 1968, when instruction occurred in only 24. Put
differently, in 1973 with slightly over two-thirds the linguistics staff of
1968, the PSI was teaching 50% more uncommonly taught languages. The Dean of
the School of Language Studies foresaw no staff expansion, and no increase in
the federal government's demand for specialists in uncommonly taught languages
over the next few years.

The Summer Institute of Linguistics accounts for more linguists than does the
federal government, but the nature of its organization and work result in its

1/ Information drawn from the LSA embership Survey, the NRSTP, and the
author's personal knowledge from earlier research on laeeuage-related
activities in the Washington, D.C. area.
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being relatively independent of conditions affecting the job market in the
rest of the field of linguistics. Some of its research projects depend upon
federal or foundation funds, but most of the linguists it sponsors are sup-
ported by private funds they themselves raise, and almost none are employed
by secular institutions.

Few data arc available on the place of employment of specialists generally
(linguists or not) in the uncommonly taught languages. The Lambert report
shows that in 1968 almost all registrations in the uncommonly taught lan-
guages were at area centers, except for Portuguese (80% at centers), Hebrew
(20% at centers, 33% at Yeshiva University in New York), some East European
languages, and a smattering of registrations in other languages (LaMbert,
pp. 163-63). Most though not all area centers were at universities offering
a linguistics PhD. (Area centers were listed in the Lambert survey as of
1970-71). The LaMbert study also shows that public secondary school regis-
trations in uncommonly taught languages were almost non-existent in 1968
except for Fortuguuse, a few East European languages, Arabic, and a few
African languages, all with enrollments in the hundreds, and Hebrew, Chinese
and Japanese with enrollments in the thousands. (See Table 4.1). The loca-
tions of thuse enrollments suggest correlation with the presence of local
ethnic groups: Hebrew ensollmenLe were concentrated in New York; Japanese
in Hawaii, California and Washincien state; Chinese in California, Hawaii
and New York; and Portuguese in York, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island. 1

4.5.2 Demand as Reflected by P- ,sto Hiring and Ixperiences of Linguists
Seeking Employment

Linguistics departments and_programs which returned LSA question,. :res re-
ported that about 11% of the linguists they had hired from 1967 to 1972 spe-
cialized in some uncommonly taught language, most in Chinese, Japanese and
AfrSean languacjes. (The numbers involved arc so small that the particular
languages shown are probably not significant.) Since this survey did not
inolude language departments, and since respondents usually indicated only
one specialization per faculty member hired, this percentage seems to be a
minimum. Other information on academic hiring is unavailable.

Statistics obtained from the Doctorate Records File did not specify the
number of graduating linguistics PhDs specializing in uncommonly taught lan-
guages, nor the number of specialists in "other languages" with a linguistics
background. A comparison of the employment plans of the two groups shows that
more PhD's in "other languages" were uncertain as to their future at the time
of their graduation, and that a higher proportion who did have definite plans
were to be employed at colleges and universities.

1/ See Julia Gibson Kant, "Foreign Language Offerings and Enrollments ih
Public Secondary Schools, Fall 1968," Foreign Language Annals, Vol.3, No. 3
(March 1970), pp. 400-58.
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Unemployed and underemployed respondents to the LSA Membership Survev included
a disproportionate number specializing in uncommonly taught languages. Several
wrote comments on their situation, for example a PhD in indo-European linguis-
tics working as a classics instructor at a prep school:

I WANT A JOB: As an Armenologist (primarily), nobody is inter-
ested in me.

A linguist who received his PhD several years ago, with experience in linguis-
tics, Persian/Pashto, and ESOL, unemployed almost a year:

Teaching Persian/Pashto appears at present to be a self defeating
profe..;sion, in that one of the goals has been to train others to
teach Persian/Pashto. In a very few years, the market for
teachers was not only flooded, but also, as a consequence, a
major reason for training such tehers was contravened. Further,
the Peace Corps, a Potential ma2*-: for professional language
teachers, is dominated by politi (congressional) considera-
tions, so that budget-minded tyi:- 'ind it much more convenient
to hire native tutors (who are re..Lty only informants but who give
PC a much more progressive image ;,t a lower cost), rather than
hire competent professional language teachers on a'long-term basis.

An assistant professor of linguistics at a large state university:

My present situation is perhaps relevant to the job market: I am
about to lose my job. Although my department unanimously recom-
mended ny promotion to tenure, the dean of the college refused it
without referring it to the evaluation committee. Apparently the'
ever more stringent budget restrictions, the local problems re-
sulting from merger of (state !.niversities), and the falling en-
rollments require the administration to apply criteria eLC.
"productivity" in a very strict sense. The number of stvHnts in
my courses has been lower than average (the majority are rather
highly specialized, non-required courses such as general phonetics,
experimental phonetics, field methods, (language and linguistics
courses in an uncommonly taught language). (The number of publi-
cations was not even in question.) If the efficiency experts
recommend firing the oboe players, the orChestra's range is going
to be diminished; who's next?

4.5.3 Funding

Instruction in the uncommonly taught languages is expensive. Lambert mentions
several times, as did the respondents quoted above, that language courses, par-
ticularly in the less commonly taught languages, are particularly susceptible
to elimination by cost-conscious university administrators. The low enroll-
ments and low faculty/student ratios responsible for the comparatively high cost
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are shown in Table 4.17, drawn from the Lambert report. The smallness of the
average language class for all world areas where uncommonly taught languages
are spoken is even more striking when one recalls that most courses and en-
rollees are in the first three years. Average class sizes for area courses
arc provided for comparison; figures for other fields were not given, but area
courses themselves must be small compared with those in American history,
English literature, ar psychology.

The cost of language and arca studies has been borne to some extent by ex-
ternal sources, notably the federal government, through NOM, and the Ford
Foundation. Out of 236 area proceams on which Lambert obteined financial in-
formation, 146, or 62t reported receiving some external ee-eort in 1970. Of
them, 107 were NDEA centers. Sixty-nine, or 29%, receiv,e: *e.rd Foundation
funding, and 23%, or 55, received support from other exle sources (Lambert,
p. 305. The use to which area programs put these funde ' 7 ehown in Table 4.18
The salaries of area studies faculty are supported primelH': from internal
funds; as the table demonstrates, however, language facul'. are more likely
than area faculty to draw salaries based upon external moeies. Contrast the
situation reported by linguistics departments and programs, almost all of
which pay faculty salaries entirely with general university funds (sec section
3.33).

On the basis of (quantified) opinions Of arca program directors, and changes
in fund allocation made when :DEA funds were reduced in 1971, Lambert predicts
that if NI:EA funds were withdrawn, language faculty would be among the first
affected. Program directors predicted that students fellowships and research
funds would be more severely affeeted;library resources, area faculty, and
other aspects less (Lambert, pp. 308-09). Moreover, the most vulnerable, he
believes, will bc teachers of what he calls "fringe" languages, the non-
primary languages of each world arca (Lambert, ice 310), especially in African,
South Asian, and Southceet Asian languages, because there are many languages
to be studied, the faculty/student ratios arc especially low, the methods of
instruction require native speaker informants and teaching assistants, and
many students are dependent upon UDFL fellowships (Lambert, p. 311).

Even without a withdrawal or drastic reduction in government funding, univer-
sities may adopt Lambert's propoeal for coping with the high cost and low
efficiency of instruction in most uncommonly taught languages: that they con-
centrate their resources for all South Asian and Southeast Asian, and all non-
primary languages of other areas (Lambert, pp. 200-01). Either event is likely
to reduce employe-trent opportunities for uncommonly taught language specialists.

4.5.4 Conclusion

Predicting future develnd for linguists working in the uncommonly taught lan-
guages is risky. Llmhert believes that in language and area studies as a
whole supply and de:land will balance (Lambert, p. 325), and that the present
distribution of scholars among world areas probably reflects American long-
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Table 4.17. Average Course Enrollments in NDFL Applicant
Programs, by World Area, 1968-70.

World area
Mean lang

course enroll
Mean non-lang
course enroll

Mean lang course
enrollees/lang

fac member

Mean non-lang course
enrollees/area

fac member

Latin America 39.6 27.3 175.6 69.2
East Europe 16.7 29.0 58.7 57.7
Middle East 8.5 19.9 48.7 67.9
Africa 6.4 40.9 24.4 99.3
South Asia 3.7 30.2 14.5 80.0
Southe ast Asia 153 a

29.3 137.3
a

81.7
East Asia 12.1 32.4 49.2 72.0

ALL 18.2 28.6 78.2 71.4

Source: Lambert, Table 5.G, pp. 178-79.

a/Very high enrollments in Japanese and Chinese reperted by Southeast Asian program
at the University of Hawaii (Lambert, p. 181).
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Table 4.18. Mean Percent of Costs Met from External Funds
by Use and World Area, 1971.

Cost category L.A. E.E. M.E. Afr. S.A. S.E.A. E.A.

Faculty salary, area 9.0 8.4 11.0 21.9 16.6 9.0 8.5
Faculty salary, lang. 8.8 11.8 34.8 11.7 28.2 15.7 13.4
Administration 20.4 23.7 22.4 24.0 34.7 40.0 21.1
Library 19.7 15.9 28.2 30.7 24.7 29.7 19.8
Faculty research 33.8 21.1 26.8 43.6 32.4 60.5 33.1
Fel3owshins 26.9 35.3 89.2 47.9 55.2 54.8 40.9

Source: Lambert, Table 7.12, p. 308.
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range foreign policy interests. Immediate policy interests, he notes, change
radically in periods shorter than are required to train specialists (Lambert,
p. 373). Lambert stresses, however, that area studies is constituted of
"tiny bands of specialists," an observation particularly appropriate to
linguists. His reaction is that the notion of oversupply is "premature"
(Lambert, p. 331). One of our respondents, employed but in a non-tenured
position, expressed a different viewpoint:

Partly as a result of the financial inducements of the NDEA Title
VI program (graduate fellowships, field research for dissertation,
3 contracts following PhD) I feel I have become overspecialized in
the fie13 of Southeast Asian languages, with a resulting lack of
job mobility. ... Although I was very fortunate to get the
position (here) when the Southeast Asian studies program was termi-
nated at , there arc only three or four universities in the
U.S. where I can worh in my specialty.

Put differently, zpecialists and specialties arc not fungible. A
specializing in Tamil, for example, is qualified to teach or do resc, in
Tamil and linguistics, but not to fill a vacancy in Indian art, econ_
history or government. If there arc not positions open for a Tamil al-
ist (and few exist, whether open or not), then he must seek employ:
linguist,eompetinr, with others equipped with less exotic skills. MI r or
not he finds work as a 11ngui, his language skills are lihely to d, -Liorate
from lack of use. How frequent a problem this is, we cannot say, buL ,eur
respondents indicate that it is not altogether rare. Cutbacks in funciinn,
both internal and external to institutions currently carrying out work in
uncommonly taught languages, may well aggravate the situation.

4.6 Summary

The last fifteen years have seen great expansion in many aspects of the in-
struction and study of uncommonly taught languages: a 250% increase in the
number of languages offered by American universities and colleges, an almost
eight-fold increase in student enrollments, development of materials in 141
languages under NDEA sponsorship alone, and a sharp increase in the number of
language specialists. Progress has been uneven, however. Uncommonly taught
languages may be divided into three groups: Lambert's "primate" languages--
Hebrew, Arabic, Chinese, Japanese, Portuguese, and.sometimes Swahili and Hindi/
Urdu; languages of American ethnic minorities, primarily East European; and
finally all other world languages--the more uncommonly taught languages. Even
before the NDEA program began, the first two groups had student enrollments of
some number. The first group has now achieved enrollments measured in thou-
sands, and the second has smaller but stable enrollments. Area specialists
possess higher levels of coplpetence in the languages of these groups, and more
materials are available. In the more uncommonly taught languages, in contrast,
enrollments are still small and fluctuating, linguistic competence is low,
courses are relatively few and concentrated at basic .levels, and materials are
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sparse. Trends and statistics on current enrollments and students indicate
that this situation is likely to continue.

Linguists have occupied a special position in both teaching and materials
development in the uncommonly taught languages, starting with needs engen-
dered by the Second World War, and further encouraged by almost all aspects
of the NDEA program. In languages previously unstudied--African-, Southeast
Asian, and most of the secondary languages of other world areas--linguists
dominate the field. In others, primarily languages of the first and second
groups mentioned above, which were already studied in orientalist, classical,
or literary traditions, linguists are outnumbered by language and literature
scholars who pursue more traditional studies and methods.

We estimate that as of 1973 about 630 linguists, or 20% of the linguistics
work force, specialize in uncommonly taught languages. They are concentrated
at universities with area programs and universities offering the doctorate
in linguistics, to a much areater extent than both other area specialists
and other linguists. Most teach language as well as linguistics courses.

Needs in the uncommonly taught languages to which linguists could respond
may be summarized as : (1) planning and teaching in language programs and
preparing materials designed to upgrade the linguistic competence of exist-
ing area specialists; (2) increased training of students in area studies,
expecially at advanced levels; (3) preparation of more instructional materi-
als, including advanced level materials in most languages, and some basic
materials in the more uncommonly taught languages; (4) development of test-
ing materials; (5) creation of increased and more varied opportunities for
foreign language use by area specialists; and (6) development of more flex-
ible and effective teaching methods and formats.

Even more than for linguists ar a whole, we are reluctant to predict the
future nuMber of linguists and employment slots. Factors such as the number
of university positions and students seeking instruction seem susceptible to
sudden fluctuations because of dependence upon funding from non-university
sources. Moreover, overall statistics are of limited utility in a situation
whore specialties do not overlap and cannot be interchanged. We list the
following as important factors:

--The net increase pTojected in the number of linguists specializing in
uncommonly taught languages, at the doctoral level, is 200-250 over the
next decade.

--The demand for them has been confined largely to universities with
area programs. Some positions also exist in other universities, govern-
ment, and four year colleges. Lambert believes that some expansion of
area studies will take place in the last-mentioned, but the cost of the
requisite skills and resources will almost necessitate their forming
cOnsortia.
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--The number of linguists in uncommonly taught languages who are unemployed
or underemployed is over the average. Overspecialization presents a special
problem.

--Instruction in the uncommonly taught languages is expensive, and has been
partially dependent upon funds provided by the federal government and the Ford
Foundation. Diminution or withdrawal of these funds, in conjunction with
internal financial difficulties in the universities, is likely to affect lan-
guage faculty members especially.

--The field of uncommonly taught languages is not an entity but a conglom-
eration of several hundred individual, non-interchangeable specialties. In
many three specialists constitute a shortage but five a surplus. This situa-
tion presents severe planning difficulties for all parties--specialists,
students, teachers, department heads, and government officials.
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CHAPTER V

Graduate Training and the Job Market in Linguistics: Comments and Reactions.

This study is basically a documentation of the state of the job market in
linguistics and background information necessary for evaluating it, such as
the professional characteristics of linguists, methods of placement, and
special problems relating to sex and minority group discrimination and
attempts to remedy it. Our findings indicate employment problems now which
may well worsn in the future. What to do about them, however, is not so
much a question for documentation as for individual ideas and appropriate
actions. The following chapter reports the thoughts of others; it is
essentially written by respondents to the Linguistic Society questionnaires.
They have been quoted earlier in substantiating the existence of employment
problems and their nature. Here they give their reactionsto the employment
situation and their linguistics training, and suggestions as to how both
might be improved.

Many respondents complained that their training is or was, in the words of
an associate professor working in ethnolinguisties,"over-theoretical and
under-practical." Or, as put by an MA now working as a secretary: "My
linguistics training was far too general--at the master's level--to be of
much professional value to me or anyone else."

Three respondents were more specific. First, a PhD candidate in applied
linguistics working as a department chief in a federal agency:

The job I have now involves much supervision of linguists and
instructors who are more eduCated than just "native speakers."
All of my training in linguistics in college and graduate
school did not he]p me in supervising research projects or in
developing program designs. I believe more statistics and systems
courses should be a part of a graduate linguistics program.

A graduate student now writing a doctoral dissertation in linguistics and
Chinese:

Nothing in my formal training has prepared me in any way for
teaching. No one has ever discussed What the goals of a
linguistics student or a linguistics program at various levels
should be.

And another graduate student hoping to work as a Bible translator:

Much of the training is oriented.toward theory. I would have
appreciated more practical training in how to enter and approach
analysis of previously unstudied languages.

Language teaching was a prominent subject of comment in this regard.
An MN candidate in German linguistics, teaching high school German and
Spanish, said:
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After six months of teaching I feel I could have used more
emphaSis on applied linguistics. Much of the theoretical
linguistics I had is too advanced to use in a high school
classroom. More Methods courses, especially in teaching
grammar, also more discussion on teaching language to those
who have no previous exposure to that language.

A student of applied linguistics:

I regard my MA training principally as preparation to
teach English, but I find that my'department (linguistics)
places a heavy emphasis on linguistics per se, and very
little emphasis on teaching. There should be teacher
training courses offered by the department and supervised
student teaching.

Not all comments were critical,.for example, a high school English teacher
seeking a linguistics doctorate:

I feel that my MA background in theoretical linguistics
was excellent. It has provided me with the perspective I
need for my applied work. I would hope, however, that in
the near future the LSA would broaden its base.in being
more supporting of programs in applied theory. I would
hope, too, that graduate schools of linguistics would begin
incorporating the best in reading specialization, ESOL, etc.

Difficulties with certification were mentioned by several respon3ents, the
most detailed exposition from an MA student:

Having some practical experience with the educational adminis-
tration system an this state it's too bogged down with pompous
bureaucratic rituals. For example, I met a girl.... looking for
a job in the area of ESL. She was well-qualified but sans a
atatOD teaching certificate. The reception she received at the
State Board of Education was anything but warm and encouraging.

Unlike some other respondents, he was interested in practical experience
rather than practically oriented courses:

I could waste the time and money on a teaching certificate
but I just refuse to give in. I feel that my time and money
are put to better use taking classes in actual areas of
interest rather than in educational classes.

A related criticism was that linguistics training was over-specialized
and concentrated too much on theoretical linguistics. Several professors
(i.e., on the hiring rather than the applicant's end) commented to this effect:1

1/ Our statistics show no great proliferation of-students or specialists in
theoretical linguistics (see Tables 2.15, 2.16, 2.19, 2.59-a and accompanying
text). The number may still outrun the demand for them, however.
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I suspect the most discriminated against group today in the
profession are those students who have specialized in theoretical
linguistics and therefore possess a skill for which the market
is exceedingly low. The best way to solve manpower problems
is to provide students with some practical abilities for which
there is some demand. As a former director of a graduate
linguistic program, I can aver that the market j_s vastly over-
supplied with narrowly specialized young linguists who want to
do only descriptive syntax/semantics.

I have frequently been appalled at the lack of breadth and
ignorance in fields essential to understanding of language,
on the part of extremely bright, well trained, promising young
linguists. I hate to think that the only alternatives are that
kind of ignorance or else lack of advanced training in the field.
I see this area as the real challenge for our departments of
linguistics.

Several graduate students complained both about overspecialization within
linguistics and parochialism as regards other disciplines.1

A tendency toward overspecialization in academia tody ... combined
with a communication breakdown among related disciplines, makes
for inadequate education of the ;!.:lividual within the institution.
... Linguistics is a great offf-H in this respect, at least as
I have experienced it.

Most linguistics programs today ii to provide enough anthropologically
oriented courses in language and culture and field methods. Without
such courses students fail to rcalize the intrusion of their own
perceptual grid into research and the danger of forcing languages into
theoretical molds which distort them. Both native and non-native
speakers of languages as yet undescribed scientifinally should be
trained in linguistics and anthropological concepts so they can work
together.

I am interested in the development of linguistics as a study with
practical applications to modern society--communication, both within
the U.S. and between the U.S. and other countries; language education;
and the sociological aspects of language use. I think that the
study of linguistics should require work in sociology, anthropology,
and psychology. Too much of the present work done in linguistics
is concentrated on abstract syntax and such without any regard for
the manner in which linguistics could be used as a vidble study for
a better understanding of modern man, modern society, and modern
communication problems.

1/ Not including languae.,

and other disciplines in
(Chapter 3) on Overlap be
extensive for the language

single field.

disciplines. Compare the findings on linguistics
apter 2, summarized in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.4
.een linguistics and other disciplines: it is
disciplines but inconsiderable for any other
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Overspecialization was also cited as a problem by linguists specializing in
uncommonly taught languages (see Chapter 4).

Another criticism was general weakness, although the reaction is best
summed up by the graduating PhD who described his linguistics trairOng as
"weak but comparable." One possible reason was suggested by a chemistry BA
now writing his linguistics doctoral dissertation:

One of the most important weaknesses that I've observed in linguistics
programs is the shallowness of the training that students get. This
arises because linguistics is largely only a graduate,program. In
most programs an MA student, whether he writes a thesis or not, takes
around 30 hours of linguistics courses. But compare the MA student
in a field like chemistry who already has 45 hours of chemistry as
an undergraduate before he even starts his 30 hours of graduate
chemistry. ... The PhD situation is correspondingly bad. The best
students in linguistics are those who for one reason or another have
taken an unusually long time to get through their program and
consequently have many more hours of linguistics under their 'belts
than the requirements stipulate. (Of course, there are quite a few
who really learned their linguistics after they graduated, and are
now good linguists.)

Another, an assistant professor at a four-year college, noted his concern about
the lack of undergraduate training in linguistics.1

Lack of integration in the curriculum was also criticized:

This department is involved in many shifts which make themselves felt
detrimentally in that no graded systematic entry into the field
was provided in 1971-72; 1972-73 has somewhat remedied these circum-
stances, yet I still sec multilateral confusion among second and
third quarter students and many, realizing that the approach is not
systematically arranged, rush into specialized fields at the expense
of acquiring overall competence.

The weaknesses of my training have not been from lack of personal
attention at (a large linguistics program) but from the lack of
sequential organization in their course arrangements. To some extent
this is being remedied, as, as for myself, I have benefited from
seeking out an order on my own.

My particular interest is represented by one professor (adjunct) in
the linguistics department who apparently teaches one of two courses
available in alternate years. ... At my undergraduate school
linguistkcs was considered interdisciplinary (in the sense of
'peripheral to several departmente) and now, as a beginning
graduate student my special interest turns out to be interdisciplinary
in the same sense, P.S. I have been "introduced" to phonology in
five courses, graduate and undergraduate. "Structural linguistics

1/ There are relatively few undergraduate programs in linguistics (see Section

3.1.4) and few linguists or current graduate students have linguistics BA's

(see Tables 2.12, 2.58 and accompanying text).
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begins with phonology and works its way up ... to syntax, but it
doesnt always arrive."

The languagelinguistics dichotomy was also mentioned by at least two respondents,1
one a student in TESOL and linguistics (at a leading program in that area) who
reported difficulty in relating courses in the two, and a recent PhD in Romance
linguistics:

My academic training at suffered from a nearly insurmountable
split between the language-specific work and general linguistics.
The linguistics department was militantly transformational and other
points of view were unfavorably viewed. By reaCtion the language
departments' historical offerings were militantly 19th century.

Apart from initial weaknesses in training, keeping up with the field is a
serious concern to linguists, as other research has shown,2 and as would be
expected in a rapidly-develoning subject. Two respondents, both associate
professors, called for re-training opportunities.

Finally the request for comments on discrimination brought two on discrimination
against graduate students as such including:

Student discrimination, i.e., of, not by, students, is the problem.
The only way around it that I can see is a working co-hort relation-
ship rather than a teacher-student one. In the areas of academic
specialty wherc the former has been developeddmy education has been
O.K., in other areas it's been zilch. It's a major restructuring
that's called for in a larger setting than just a linguistics
department; however, the object of study and methods relevant to
linguistics make it easier to begin here.

The state of the job market, documented in the two preceding chapters, is
the subject of much discussion and apprehension on the part of graduate students,
who say, for example, "Everything I've
here and its future has led me to feel
even looking for a job here" and, "The
headed quickly towards hopeless. Even
of graduate study, I am exploring other

seen and heard about the job market
that it isn't worth the trouble of
job markPt looks to me now depressing and
though I have had three and a half years
non-linguistic opportunities."

Some are both pessimistic and resentful:

Attempts to reconcile requirements and aspirations with the job
market seems to produce dilemma. No doubt I have become inadver-
tently "overspecialized." Compensations offered linguists: (and
similar) are, in my view, insulting. I would advise anyone seeking
a profession to look elsewhere.

1/ Compare some of the comments in Section 3.3.4 on the sometimes hostile
relationship between linguistics and language disciplines.
2/ See e.g., Mary M. Levy and Delver Griffith, "Information Flow in the Language
Sciences: An Exploratory Case Study of the Washington, D.0 Area, @ Center for
Applied Linguistics, LINCS Project Document Series, #12-69. Washington, D.C., 1969.
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If no academic taching job is available for me, I'll go into some
non-academic line of work, probably auto repair. And the job
market looks bad. I'm damned if I'll beg for a job.

Others hope the situation will improve:

Expectations: bleak for at least three to four years, even following
receipt of doctoral degree,at least for university teaching positions
virtually anywhere in the country. The general trend (linguistics is
still a young academic discipline) seems to be proliferation and so
ultimately I am optimistic about the Jutcome of such hopes as
expressed in ay preference0 above.

Among the suggestions were, first, comments on ncds outside linguistics
for what linguists potentially have to offer. They covered training for
teachers of non-English speaking students (a teacher speaking):

There is very little awareness of or respect for the non-English
speaking child in the contained classroom. There is a need for
pre-service training of future teachers in the areas of language-
learning, psychology of language learning, and cultural patterns
and5- backgrounds of each of the district communities. Above all,
there is a great need for pre-service sensitivity training or the
equivalent.

training of American Indians:

I feel there is a need for linguists to make their skills of use to
Indians, particularly bilingual education efforts. I am concerned
about the lack of university support for the training of Indians in
linguistics.

and training of English and foreign language teachers in elementary and
secondary schools:

I welcome this opportunity to express my thoughts on the need for a
wider dissemination of the basic facts of linguistics among elementary
school teachers and among English and foreign language teachers in high
schools and colleges. While most linguists agree on the need, few
linguists have thu power to influence college curricula. Perhaps your
committee will succeed where individuals have failed. ... I have had
ample opportunity to observe English and foreign language teaching at
the elementary and secondary school levels Camp have come to the
following conclusions: 1) there is a desperate need for a knowledge of
linguistic principles among elementary school teachers; 2) to a minor
extent, there is also a need for a deeper understanding of how languages
work and of the relationship between languages, dmong English and
foreign language teachers in high schools and colleges; 3) and as is
obvious to all, foreign language enrollments are decreasing alarmingly
except at the junior high school level--at a time when the quality of
foreign language teaching has shown great improvement.
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If I were to make just one proposal, I would suggest that all future
elementary school teachers be required to take a year's course in
general linguistics. This would keep future teachers from per-
petuating outmoded notions about language in children at their most
impressionable age and.give elementary school teachers the background to
utilize effectively the new language arts textbooks based on
linguistic orinciples. Of course for more immediate results, in-
service courses in linguistics for present teachers would be useful.
And while some new language arts textbooks incorporate many sound
linguistic principles, all the textbooks I have examined have basic
flaws and could profit from the expert knowledge of a team of linguists.
Above all, in the field of language arts textbooks a more uniform
linguistic approach is needed, so that children and teachers are not
confused by fundamental differences of linguistic philosophy between
one series of textbooks and another.

What is needed, before we can hope to persuade education departments
to require a course in linguistics, is the compilation -- by a team of
linguists -- of the contc.' of a basic course in general linguistics
with emphasis on areas of special intcrest to the Elementary School
teacher. This course should always address itself to the needs of this
important group of teachers and not be another general introduction
to linguistics. An attempt should be made to agree on a basic body of
linguistic information.

The time has come to do for language arts what has been done for
mathema+-ics by the New Math. If Elementary School teachers were
trained In linguistics and through them the children, training in
lin.guistics at higher levels (including foreign language teachers)
would follow logically.

An assistant professor of English at a black college cpserved:

From working hero, students and elementary teachers are asking
linguists for answers and directions to communicative skills
(reading, writing, spelling). I am convinced that if linguistics
is to survive as being relevant, we have to direct our attention
to "real life" problems rather than mere speculation in abstract
terminology And high powered verbosity.

Suggestions by graduate students as to specific actions to improve the job
market included calls for better information for students, including the
critcria for choosing among job candidates, for "much more aggressive, employment
oriented counselling" and for cutbacks in PhD production, for example:

Too many departments (including [my own]) have produced too
many PhD's and continue to do so. I would actually welcome a
moderate cutback in fellowship funds; this would permit a more
realistic relationship between supply and demand of new scholars.
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Another graduate student listed the following:

1) No new graduate departments--somehow deny new accreditation
2) Asgreement on fewer graduate students
3) Every graduate school applicant should be sent a letter outlining

the nature of the job market.

Two other suggestions:

Other departments that occasionally hire linguists don't seem
qualified to judge their Candidates. A fact sheet might be nice:
telling them what linguistics is, who are big wigs in what areas
(for judging letters of recommendation) and perhaps ranking of
departments.

Ci would suggest investigating) employment opportunities in the
business area of communication and public relations. Ir my opinion,
language and linguistics training deals, to a large extent, with
these two general areas. Effectiveness in these two areas is much
a function of language ability.

Finally two department heads stressed the need to expand opportunities:

I am convinced that jobs in education for linguists are going to go
to generalists and those with a strong applicational orientation
in the future. Presently, there is a deSperate need for the profession
to identify (or create, if necessary) job opportunities outside
education, and for BA and MA people as well as PhD's.

It seems to me that the major work of your committee should be toward
expanding job opportunities for linguists rather than surveys. Such
expansion will require considerable power manipulation and social
change. Education is the most likely field to be influenced. Try it
first.
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Chapter VI

Minority Group Members in Linguistics

Little information is available on linguists who are members of minority
groups. 1 Outside sources of data used in this Study, e.g., the National
Register of Scientific and Technical Personnel and the Doctorate Records
File of the National Academy of Sciences-National Research Council, in the
past collected no information on minority group membership. This chapter
is therefore based almost entirely on questionnaires circulated by the LSA
and CAL, covering only a sampling of a small field in which minority group
members form a small percentage. We do not know whether our few minority
group respondents aro representative, and the statistics given could easily
be off by several percentage points.

One additional problem is whether non-citizens (e.g., black Africans,
Japanese,Mexicans) should be counted as members of minority groups, since
some are in the United States only temporarily while others are permanent
residents who may eventually become citizens. The LSA Membership Survey and
Survey of Graduate Students of Linguistics obtained data on the minority
group memborship of U. S. citizens and the country of citizenship of non-
citizens. The statistics given for citizens should be interpreted as the
Absolute minimum of minority group members available and the figures for
citizens and non-citizens combined the maximum. Statistics obtained from
linguistics department and program hcads apparently include both citizens
and some but not all non-citizens; they are probably the best compromise
figures on availability.

6.1 Minority Grou2 Students

6.1.1 Undergraduates

Minority group members constituted 10.3% of the undergraduate majors in
linguistics at departments and programs surveyed by the LSA in 1973.2 They
were 11.6% of the undergraduate majors at the PhD granting institutions,
7.7% at tho:;e granting the master's in linguistics, and 10.2% at other
institutions. (The breakdown by specific group is unknown).

1/ Defined here as by the federal government: blacks, Spanish-speaking,
Asian, and American Indians.
2/ They were 10.6% of all full-time undergraduates in 1970, the latest
year for which statistics are available. (See Table 6.1) Racial and
Ethnic Enrollment Data from Institutions of Hiyher Education, Fall, 1970.
Office for Civil Rights, U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
(Washington, D. C.: U. S. Govt. Printing Office, 1972), OCR-72-8.
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Fe minority group linguists and graduate students are black, as later sections
will show. One reason for the peucity of black linguists may be lack of exposure
to the sUbject. A comparison of University Resources for 1971-72 (which lists
institutions offering three or more courses in general linguistics) and the
racial and ethnic enrollment data from HEW cited above, shows that only 16.5% of
the black undergraduate students attended institutions listed in University
Resources, as compared with 43% of the Asian, .27% of the Spanish speaking, 29%
of the American Indian and 30% of the white undergraduates. Only one institution
listed in that volume, Howard University, was predominantly black.

6.1.2 Graduate Students

Minority group members constitute 4.2% of the American and 15% of all graduate
students (citizens plus non-citizens) surveyed by the LSA. Table 6.1, which
gives breakdowns by minority group, shows that most of the fifteen percent con-
sists of Asian and Latin American citizens and that the number of blacks,
Chicanos and Puerto Ricans, and Asian-Americans is quite small. The table also
shows the 1970 percentages for graduate students in all fields for direct
comparison, and for undergraduates in that year as some indication of the pool
of potential students. Linguistics deparment and program heads reported that
11.7% of their graduate students were members of minority groups (this figure
includes some_ but not all non-citizens) . Department and program heads were not
asked the breakdown between master's and doctoral students, but 60% of the
minority group citizens responding to the Graduate Student Survey were in
doctoral programs, about the same ratio as linguistics graduate students
generally.

6.1.3 Financial Lid

According to the LSA's Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, more minority
group students received financial assistance-68% of the minority group citizens
as opposed to 55% of respondents generally. The difference was in the number
with fellowships; the percentages holding teaching and research assistantships
were about the same. (Recall that we arc discussing a total of only 25 minority
group citizens, however). According to department and program heads, on the
other hand, percentages receivintr aid are almost exactly the same--37% of the
minority group students and 36% of all students. A slightly smaller percentage
of the former held teaching assistantships (10% compared with 14% of all
students) and a slightly larger percentage held fellowships (19% compared with
15%).

6.2 Degree Recipients

Linguistics department and program heads reported that ten percent of the
doctorates and sixteen percent of the master's degrees in linguistics granted
from 1967 through 1972 went to minority group members, most to Asians, who
received three-quarters of the PhD's and almost half the MA's awarded to
minority group students. Spanish-speaking linguists received 2.0% of all PhD's
and 4.6% of all MA'S awarded, while black were one-half of one percent of the
new doctorates, 4.4% of the new MA's. See Table 6.2 for the total numbers
(this survey had a 671 response rate).
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Table 6.1. Minority Group Members as Percentage of All Graduate Students
of Linguistics, 1973.

Minority Group

Survey of Linguistics
Graduate Studentsa Survey of Linguistics

Racial & Ethnic
Enrollment Data, 1970

Citizens All Studerts Dept/ProgTeadsb Undergrad. Sch. Grad. S

Black 1.8 2.5 3.5 6.9 4.2
Spanish-speaking 1.0 3.1 2.8 2.1 1.2
Asian 1.3 9.4 4.8 1.0 1.9
American Indian - - 0.6 0.5 0.3

...

TOTAL 4.2 15.0 11.7 10.6 7.7

Total Number 25 112 248

Sources: Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.
Survey of Linguistics Dept and Prog Heads, 1973.
Racial and Ethnic Enrollment Data from Institutions of Higher
Education, Fall, 1970, Office for Civil Rights, Dept of
Health, Education and Welfare.

a/ Minority group citizens as percentage of all citizens, minority group
students including non-citizens as percentage of all students.
IV Includes some non-citizens.
c/ Percentage of full-time students at all U.S. graduate and professional
schools except medical, dental and law. Most recent figures available.
Probably includes some non-citizens.

218

226



Table 5.2. Advanced Linguistics Degrees_Awarded
to Minority Group Students, 1967-1972.

trdnority Group
Xasteris
No. %

PhD
Vb. %

Black 6: 4.4 2 0.5
Spanish-speaking 72 4.6 9 2.0
Asian. 111 7.0 . 32 7.2
American Indian 1 001

-

TOTAL 253 16.0 43 9.6

TOTAL graduates .1584 447

Source: Survey of Linguistics Departments and Program Heads, 1973.

Note: Percentages and totals are based on data only 'from institutions responding
to this particular question.
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6.3 Minority Group Linguists in the Work Force

6.3.1 Availability of Minority Group Linguists

About six percent of the LSA members surveyed in 1973, American and non-
American citizens, were minority group members: 2.8% were Asian, 2.29 Spanish-
speaking and 0.9% bl,:tck (total 5.8%). Among respondents currently in the work
force 5.2% were membf: of minority groups. Half this number were non-citizens,
but most appeared t permanent residents of this country. Sixty-eight per-
cent of the minority c!roup linguists responding to the survey held the PhD,
a percentage comparable to that of the entire sample.

The survey of linguistics departments and programs indicated that a larger
percentage--8.5%--of their faculty were minority group members. (Whether the
discrepancy between the two surveys results from chance or the composition of
the Linguistic Society is unknown.) According to this source (see Table 6.3)
4.1% were Asian, 2.9% Spanish-speaking, 1.4% black and 0.1% American Indian.

Comparison of these statistics with those on graduate students and recent
graduates indicates that the percentage of minority group members available
for employment will increase only slightly if at all in the near future (the
percentages of graduate students, especially Asian, have to be discounted to
allow for foreign students returning to their own countries). Specifically
the percentage of blacks may rise slightly but the absolute numbers will
remain minute. No increase in the percentage of Spanish-speaking appears
likely. The number of Asians could increase--depending on how many foreign
students remain in this country. American Indians will remain almost totally
unrepresented.

6.3.2 Current Employment

Ninety percent of the minority group members in the linguistics work force
were employed by colleges or universities, five percent by the federal govern-
ment, and five pnrcent by elementary or secondary schools, according to the
LSA Membership Survey.

Their representation at each faculty rank is shown in Table 6.3. Overall they
appear in the same proportions in the senior and junior ranks, but with varia-
tions by subgroup. Among LSA members the faculty rank of minority group
linguists was the same.as that of others of comparable degree level, years of
experience, and number of publications.

Among the tenured, however, minority group members were under-represented,
constituting 5.6% of all those tenured at the Same institutions where they are
10.8% of the associate professors and 6.3% of the full professors (from the
Survey of Linguistics Department and Program Heads).

Salaries of minority group members as reported both by themselves and by
their department heads were at or a little below the median for the faculty
rank held.
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Table 6.3. Minority Grour Members as Percentage of Linguistics Faculty,
by Rank, 1972.

Rank

Total Total N .Minority Group nstr/Lect Asst t Prof [Assoc Pi.of Full Prof
I

Black - 2.3 1.5 0.5 1.4 10
Spanish-speakin3 4.6 1.5 4.4 2.7 2.9 21
Asian 2.3 5.0

1 4.4 3.1 4.1 30
American Indian - - 1 0.5 - 0.1 1

TOTAL 7.0 8.9 10.8 6.3 8.5

i

Total number 3 23 t 22 14 62

Source: Survey of Linguistics Departments and Program Heads, 1973.
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6.4 Comments by Respondents

Individual respondents volunteered various reactions in response to our
solicitation of remarks on discrimination and minority group membership.

One group was whites opposed to what they perceived as reverse discrimina-
tion, for example, a PhD candidate (himself without job prospects):

I have never in my life witnessed any discrimination against
any member of a so-called minority group in linguistics. It
is criminal, in my opinion, to deny one person a job because
another person's group suffered historically.

Another, also a PhD candidate:

I feel that any discrimination w!:- I have encountered simply
stems from the fact that I happc11 to be a member of a
"recognized" minority group. I 2posed to any type of
discrimination based on a person':, ;!,m-academic background,
whether it be because he,is a me of a minority group or
as in my specific instance a non-Lct!aber of said group.

Most such comments referred to both minority groups and women (they are quoted
in Section 7.5 on recent hiring) and were from young white males who are
looking for jobs or have been recently.

Several whites reported. experiences of reverse discrimination, for example
a White male PhD candidate now employed as an assistant professor;

Was discriminated against at a number of schools for not being
a member of a minority, and was informed that "job prec-edence"
indeed was being issued to minority groups in an effort to
balance the faculty and comply with H.E.W..

A woman just receiving her doctorate stated she had encountered discrimination
in seeking a position in African languages and linguistics because she was not
black. Two mentioned lack of financial aid, suggesting that minority group
members had an advantage:

I belong to no minority, have never been a 100% achiever
academically, have no background of economic destitution,
with the cumulative result that for the greater part of the
time I have been a student (and the picture of the future is
worse...) I have been absolutely destitute and the recipient
of very little aid. This does not seem rare in z humanistic
(it was!) subject such as linguistics and I note it here not
entirely personally but rathcr as the self-appointed spokes-
man for a class.
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Finally, a professor of Romance linguistics felt that the focus was too narrow:

It seems to me that the government has by-passed interest in
ethnic studies such as those involving Italians, Germans,
Slays, etc. in favor of strongly militant groups. Yet, the
problem of ethnicity affects the entire matter. Linguists,
as other intellectuals, have tried to be fashionable in cen-
tering on the plight of unfortunates such as Chicanos and
Indians--while not seeing the global picture. Perhaps it is
because to be an 'ethnic' is to be in a marked category. No
linguist wants to be marked.

Given the composition of our samples, most were predictably from whites. On
the other side, one MA student said:

The discrimination in a university setting against a woman
with an Oriental consciousness is very subtle but strong
enough to pose two alternatives: 1) either to leave the
system entirely, or 2) to become a part of the structure
and replace one of those discriminating forces.

and a Chinese citizen, a PhD in linguistics teaching language courses:

It seems very obvious that I have been discriminated
[against] because I don't speak English as a native
language. I have good articles published, and people
still refuse to hire me as a linguist.

One white linguist mentioned that he and his wife had encountered discrimination
because of her minority group membership. Several expressed the usual apprehen-
sions about the job market, for example a Chicano graduate student:

It's a light-at-the-end-of the tunnel state of affairs.
With the scarcity of job openings, I wonder when I'll be
able to work in the field of study which holds and whets
my interest--linguistics.

A sociolinguist, a foreign national, after noting that her applications had not
even acknowledged, said:

I expect to find discrimination on grounds of nationality
when the total employment picture is so bleak, but I am
uncomfortable with the notion that I should plug the
"female, black" line in seeking employment (since I have
never operated as a "minority" person) --which all
counselors suggest ... that notion I find discriminatory.
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Complaints related more frequently to language teaching than to linguistics.
A number of linguistics students in ESOL (including at least one black) com-
plained, of discrimination in favor of the Spanish-speaking. The following are
representative:

I originally planned to study linguistics to become a TESL
teacher, but was told bluntly that if I didn't have a Latin
surname I should forget it. (I was told this by an official
Of the TESL program in the [big city] schools.)

As an emoloyee of the [big city] school system I have
experienced an indifference toward my language and linguis-
tics qualifications simply because I do not belong to a
minority group. Here if you can't speak Spanish (my second
language is Portuguese) you're not considered qualified to
teach Italians, Orientals, Greeks, etc. to speak English.

There was some evidence of contention in the area of foreign language teaching,
between Americans and native speakers. First, an American PhD candidate:

I have found that in my particular field (Spanish-Portuguese)
there exiStc a rather large number of Hispanos (i.e., non-
native, non-citizens of U.S.) who are holding academic
positions which should be held by Americans. The Hispanos
are causing needless unemployment in the ranks of American
scholars. Many of these Hispanos cannot function in the use
of English.

A Latin American unemployed for a year before taking his present position, had
the opposite experience:

I have experienced discrimination against the foreign-born
(hence, native speaker of the language in question),
especially in what regards administrative or supervisory
activities.

As did an Indian native speaker of Hindi:

It is impossible to get a job teaching Hindi or Indian lit-
erature and civilization, despite many years of experience
in U.S. colleges and universities, and despite extensive
publications in respected U.S. journals in addition to a
large amount of publications in Hindi, both literary (poetry)
and academic. While the market'is undeniably tight for
anyone in this field I know many jobs which have in the past
three years gone to American graduate students who can barely
speak Hindi, without myself or other Indian natives being
considered. Not only from my own experience but from the
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experience of countrymen with similar backgrounds, I can
state unequivocally that there is strong and open discrimi-
nation against Indians in this field, except for low-paid
"Teaching Assistant" or "informant" positions where native
speakers are indispensible because of the low competence of
the vast majority of the Americans in regular positions with
respect to speaking and writing the language. If Indians
are hired above the TA level it is on a temporary basis or
as "lecturers" with no job security and no control over pro-
grams. This seems to be particularly the case in the major
universities with NDEA supported Indian language programs,
e.g. [a major university] where the regular policy has
been "in and out" after two or three years for Indian Hindi
specialists while Americans are hired on the tenure ladder.

Finally, a Chicana with a Spanish MA and a third viewpoint:

I have two and a.half years experience in teaching Spanish at
the university level. Spanish is my first language but having
spoken English since childhood too I am bilingual. However,
I find that identifying my ethnic background discredits me
with having a respectable Spanish language background. There
is myth that Spanish speakers of the southwest speak an
inferior dialect and are therefore unfit to teach their own
language. Training and experience are not considered. Prej-
udices exist if one is not a native speaker from a "legitimate"
Spanish-speaking country.

All of the above are, of course, individual views, which may or may nmt
representative. See Section 7.5 for further discussion.

6.5 Summary

Our information abotit minority group linguists falls into two categories--
their representation im the profession and C:eir status. As to the first,
somewhere between ix and nine percent of the linguistics work force, including
non-citizens, is composed of minority group members, but distribution among
the individual groups is very uneven. About half are Asian, most foreign born.
Both the number and the percentage of blacks is minute. Compared with the
American population as a whole, blacks are grossly underrepresented and even
compared with other graduate fields, linguistics is beJaw the averagle. 'The
Spanish-speaking are better represented, but many, like the Asians, an, foreign
born. Our Statistics on graduate students indicate a small future increase in
black representation. Most of the Spanish-speaking and Asian students are
foreign citizens and the number who will remain in this country is unpredictable.

Vie status of minority group mmillers already in the profession is, according
to the measures we have, about the same as that of everyone else--rank, salary,
and financial assistance to graduate students are comparable, although they
are under-represented among those holding tenure.
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CHAPTER VII

Women in Linguistics

Our findings on the number of women in linguistics and their status, detailed
in this chapter and summarized in its last section, are based both on outside
data sources, such as the National Register and the Doctorate Records File, and
on LSA questionnaires circulated in 1973. The data goes back far enough and
the numbers of women arc large enough that, in contrast to the situation with
minority group linguists, statistics are both plentiful and reliable. They
show, first, that the number of recent graduates and graduate students who are
women is increasing rapidly; second, that recent hiring has not kept pace; third,
that women are under-represented in comparison with their availability at every
level of employment and over-represented among the unemployed and underemployed;
and fourth, that even when degree level and rank are considered, women arc at a
disadvantage in salary, tenure, and prestige of the institutions employing them.
There are no statistical indications that women are disadvantaged as students. 1

Once they become candidates for placement, however, that situation changes.

Some pertinent factors relate to society in general, rather than linguistics
as a profession. For example, one L':Iird of the married women linguists with
PhD's (one-sixth of all female doetorates in the field) describe themselves as
restricted to a single locality in seeking employment. Some may not aspire as
high as their male colleagues--proportionately fewer women apply to the fourteen
most prestigious linguistics departments, for example, and more women than men
now working indicate a preference for teaching, as opposed to research and admin-
istration, which are better paid. On the other hand, the unemployment/under-
employment rate of single women is as high as that of married women, and the
fourteen most prestigious departments graduate the same percentage of women PhD's
as other programs.

In brief, in the area of employment in linguistics as a whole, the statistics
make out a clear prima facie case of a continuing pattern of sex discrimination.

.Thc record, in tandem with the shortage of available jobs (documented Chapter
3) and the disparities that recent enrollment increases have produced2 suggests
that the situation described will continue or worsen, affirmative action to the
contrary notwithstanding.

1/ We would emphasize that our conclusions arc based on statistics and reach
only as far as the factors we were able to measure. We have tried to mitigate
that limitation by including comments by individuals who responded to our surveys.
2/ For example, women were 19% bf the assistant professors hired from 1967 to
1972 and 25% of the PhD's conferred in those years, but are 44% of the doctoral
students seeking permanent employment in 1973 and 1974.
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Non-statistical aspects of the situation arc not so easily documented. The
type of counselling given students, the support of professors in job-seeking,
treatment by interviewers, the type of teaching assignments given, for example,
arc not susceptible to statistical description, at least not from any existing
data, and we cover then only insofar as our respondents volunteered comments
about them.

Other comments cite individual experiences not paralleled by the statistical
pattern, for example, those of white males who complain of being rejected in
favor of women with lesser qualifications (overall proportionately fewer women
than men get jobs at all), and women students who complain of being denied
financial aid because they are married (overall both married and single women
receive financial assistance in proportion to their numbers). Some comments,
of course, corroborate the statistics.

The final section, in addition to being a summary of parts of the chapter,
is designed for use in connection with affirmative action programs.

7.1 Graduate School

7.1.1 Enrolk-ent

The percentage of women among linguistics graduate students has increased
remarkably in recent years to the point where they now constitute almost half
the doctoral students and over half of all graduate students in linguistics.
According to the Office of Education (Table 7.1), they represented 38.5% of
the total in 1966 (the first year for which enrollment statistics are available
by sex), but 48.1% in 1971, while over half (53.5%) of the students surveyed
by the ESA in 1973 were women.' Among PhD students women are 45.6% (according
to department heads) or 46.6% (according to the graduate student survey) and
th-y arc now a strong majority among master's students-59.3% according to
department.

2
(See Tables 7.2 and 7.3)

The trend upard continued in 1972-73, when 56.5% of new students enrolling
were female. As Table 7.3 shows, women were slightly under half of those
applying-48.6% but slightly over half those accepted--52.0%. (WOmen applicants
reputedly have higher qualifications than men, in general, so thes statistics
indicate nothing about sex discrimination in either direction.)

A comparison of the fourteen most prestigious departments and others shows
proportionately fewer women enrolled in the former, but Table 7.4 also shows
that at least in 1972-73 fewer women applied to these schools, and of those
accepted fewer enrolled.

Linguistics department and program heads reported 52.0% women graduate
Students.
2/ They are apparently over-represented among master's students responding
to the Graduate Student Survey, shown in Table 7.2.

235
227



Table 7.1 Women Enrolled for Advanced Degrees in Linguistics, 1966-1971.

Tst Year tTheyond lot Year Total
YOCa7ToiLl % of Nb of --Total % No of Total 0/ref

Year Women Enroll Total; Women Enroll Total Women Enroll Total

1966
1967
1968
1969
1970

1971

295 685 43.1 275 797 34.5
363 720 50.4 288 847 34.0
394 739 53.3 307 914 33.6
401 802 50.0 423 1044 40.5

1
394 815 48.3 448 1069 41.9
455 843 54.0 527 1200 43.9

570
651
701

824
842
982

Source: U.S. Office of Education, Enrollment for Advanced Degrees.
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Table 7.2. Sex and Marital Status of Linguistics Graduat Studerlt.s
by Degree Sought, 1973.

Sex and Mar. Stat. PhD Maste 's/PhD Master's Total Vs

,Female 221 46.6% 26 52.0% 148 68.8% 395 53.5
Married 89 10 70 169
Single 130 16 76 222
No report 2 - 2 4

Male 253 53.4% 24 48.0% 67 31.2% 344 46.6
Married 130 6 27 163
Sinale 123 18 40 181

TOTAL 474 50 215 739

Source: Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.
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Table 7.3. Enrollment And Admissions of Linicticc
Graduate Students, by Sex, 1972-73.

Enrollment

%- of men % of women
-

Total no.
__....

PhD 54.4 45.6 1062

Hasters 40.7 59.3 950

TOTAL 48.0 52.0 2012

Admisoiono
Applied 51.4 48.6 1493
Accepted 48.0 52.0 954
Enrolled 43.5 56.5 439

Source: Survey of Linguistics Departments and Program Beads, 1973.
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7.1.2 Financial Aid

The percentages of men and women among the recipients of various types of
.financial assistance are shown in Tables 7.5 and 7.6. The results of the two
different surveys covering this subject differed, as Table 7.5 shows. The
graduate student survey appears to have reached an exceptionally large number
of students receiving financial assistance--55% of the respondents, as opposed
to 38% of the students enumerated by department and program heads. As between
men and women, both surveys show teaching assistantships evenly divided, but
department heads report a lower percentage of both fellowships and reSearch
assistantships as going to women while the graduate student survey shows the
opposite. Overall, the first survey shows that women are 52% of the graduate
students but 48% of those receiving financial assistance, while the graduate
student survey shows women as 53% of the students but 55% of those receiving
aid. The first is probably more accurate, since it was more comprehensive,
and the graduate student survey was not a random sample. In interpreting these
results the reader should recall that there are more women on the master's
level, where students are less likely to receive aid, and that factors such as
need and qualifications are not covered by these data.

Correlations between sex and marital status and financial assistance depend
on the degree sought. Among doctoral students married men were over-represented
in proportion to their overall numbers in every category except fellowships,
while single men were ur der-represented in every category. Married women
received aid in proportion to their overall numbers, while single women were
over-represented in the category of fellowships. Differences in research
assistantships are probably accidental since there are so few. Among master's
students on the other hand, single men were over-represented in all categories,
but especially fellcwships, while married women were under-represented. Again,
recall that need and qualifications are not taken into account.

An analysis of subjects taught by students who reported having teaching
responsibilities revealed no differences by sex.

7.1.3 Comments by Respondents

Most comments about sex discrimination in graduate schools concerned the role
of professors in placement, but several did relate directly to graduate study.
One was from a librarian who had completed her coursework for the PhD in
linguistics:

In 1967 I attempted to reinstate myself in graduate school
in order to finish my degree. There was a letter in my file
stating I could complete it if I brought myself up-to-date
in the field. However, my application was rejected by the
head of the linguistics program--no reason given, not even -

my advisor could find out why. Some years later I learned
it was because the head of the department didn't like
having women in the program.

239
231



Table 7.4. Percentage of Women in Enrollments and Admissions at Top Fourteen
and Other Linguistics Departments and Programs, 1972-73.

3nro11ment
14 Top Other

% of Wom No. of Wom. Tot. N . 1 % of Wom. No. of Wom. Tot No.

, PhD students 42.7 48.1
Master's students 52.4 61.2

Total 45.6 55.6

kdmissions

--,

,

Applicants 46.9 337 718 50.2 389. 775
Acceptances 51.2 192 375 52.5 304 579
Enrol]ments 51.7 75 145 59.5 173 294

Source: Survey of Linguistics Departments and Program Heads, 1973.
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Table 7.5. Distribution by Sex of Linguistics Graduate Students
Receiving Financial Aid, 1972-73.

Type of Aid
Sur of Dept/Proc Heads Sur of Ling Grad Students

% Women t Men Tot No. % Women %Men Tot No.

Teaching ass'tship 49.5 50.5 297 51.8 48.2 143
Research ass'tship 39.0 61.0 95 51.2 48.8 43
Fellowships 48.2 51.8 326 60.4 39.6 . 154

Univ fellowship 55.9 44.1 59
Gov't fellowship 62.2 37.8 67
Other fellowship 64.3 35.7 28

Other 62.5 37.5 40 52.4 47.6 63

Total rec'g aid 48.3 51.7 758 55.1 44.9 403

TOTAL students 52.0 48.0 2012 53.2 46.8 735

Source: Survey of Linguistics Departments and Program Heads, 1973.
Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.
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Table 7.6. Distribution by Sex and Marital Status of Linguistics Graduate Students,
Receiving Financial Aid, 1973.

Type of Aid

PhD Students
Women Men

Married [ Single Married Single % No.

Teaching ass'tship 20.0 25.6 40.0 14.4 100.0 90
Research ass'tship 7.1 42.9 35.7 14.3 100.0 28
Fellowship 20.0 41.6 26.4 12.0 100.0 125
Other 20.0 26.7 40.0 13.3 100.0 30

Total rec'g aid 18.7 34.8 33.3 13.2 100.0 273
472

TOTAL students 18.9 27.5 27.5 26.1 100.0

Master's Students

Teaching ass'tship 22.6 39.6 11.3 26.4 99.9 53
Research ass'tship 6.7 46.7 20.0 26.7 100.1 15
Fellowship 24.1 31.0 10.3 34.5 99.9 29
Other 24.2 33.3 18.2 24.2 99.9 33

Toi-n7 rec'g aid 21.5 36.9 13.9 27.7 100.0 130

TOTAL students 30.4 35.0 12.6 22.1 100.1 263

Source: Survey of Linguistics Graduate Students, 1973.
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Women complained of not being taken seriously:

Women in my department are presumed to be terminal MA
candidates and must work very hard to avoid being advised
into courses designed for MA in TESOL students.

The most difficulty I have found as a woman--a prlessor's
wife with two childrenhas been with having colleagues take
me seriously. Too many view my "category" of graduate stu-
dents a group of bored housewives looking for something
interesting to do. It has not been easy to get financial
support either. My husband left his job at (another
university]--without salary--to be with me here while I
complete my doctorate. Yet it is assumed that he is finan-
cially responsible for me and the family, so fellowship
stipends are given to more needy graduates. I rather doubt
that a male graduate would be regarded in the same light.

A male graduate student had a different view:

I feel that at the present time a white, male student is at
a disadvantage in higher education unless his parents or
family can provide for him. This is unfortunate because if
it continues more men who want to work in their field will be
unable to do so. Further many people from families in lower
income groups will be unable to support themselves and their
families while faculty wives can continue toward unneeded
degrees on sexist unneeded grants.

7.2 Degrees Conferred

7.2.1 Doctorates

Women hold slightly less than one-fourth of the doctorates conferred in lin-
guistics, but the percentage has increased recently and will probably rise
sharply soon, given the increases in enrollment described in Section 7.1.1.
Table 7.7 shows the number of PhDs in linguistics granted by sex from 1936 to
1972. Women made up 22% of the cumulated total of linguistics doctorates:
20% ol those awarded from 1936 to 1967 and 25% of those awarded from 1967 to
1972. The percentage varied between 23% and 26% between 1967 and 1971, but
was over 30% in 1972. Although relatively fewer women are enrolled in them,
the fourteen most prestigious departments were close to the average in the
percentage of doctorates conferred on women--23% between 1967 and 1971 as
opposed t 24% overall in those years.

1/ Statistics from the Doctorate Records File of the National Academy of
Sciences National Research Council. Office of Education statistics are in
accord for the years they cover, as are those from department and program
heads.
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Table 7.7. Linguistics Doctorates Conferred, 1936-1972, by Sex.

Years Female Male Total

1936-1939 - 8 8
1940-1949 2 14 16
1950-1959 27 177 204
1960-1967 13_4 396 510

Subtotal 143 595 738
(19.4%) (80.6%)

1968 28 86 114
1969 25 89 114
1970 34 103 137
1971 41 135 176
1972 48 110 158

Subtotal 176 523 699
(25.2%) (74.8%)

TOTAL 319 11)8
(22.2%) (77.8%) 1437

Source: NAS-NRC, Doctorate Records File.
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Statistics from the Doctorate Records File show two further facts about
women doctorates in linguistics. First, among American citizens the median
age of women at receipt of the doctorate is almost two years older than that
of men, but the difference holds for unmarried people only. Single women on
the average are four and a half years older than single men, but married women
are only a few months older than married men. Second, the median total time
lag between receipt of a bachelor's degree and a PhD in linauistics is a little
over nine years, women taking about one year longer than men, but the median
registered time lag is about the same for both sexes, six years.

7.2.2 Master's and Bachelor's Degrees

Women received a little over 40% of the master's degrees conferred by lin-
guistics departments between 1956 and 1970, the years covered by Office of
Education publications. The percentage increased at the end, to 52% in 1970,
and department and program heads reported that about 55% of their master's
recipients since 1970 were women. Women received about 60% of the linguistics
BA'S awarded between 1967 and 1970 (the total number of BA's before 1967 was
miniscule, and later statistics are not available).

7.3 Women in the Linguistics Work Force: General Characteristics

7.3.1 Degree Level

Among working linguists men are more likely than women to hold a PhD, but the
gap is slowly decreasing. In 1973 fifty-nine percent of the female LSA members
surveyed held the doctorate, 17% were doctoral candidates, 20% held a master's
and 4% a bachelor's. Of male linguists, 81% held the doctorate, 9% were doc-
toral candidates, 8% held the master's and 2% the bachelor's (Table 7.8).

ne proportion of linguistsi both male and female, holding the PhD was some-
what lower in the 1970 NRSTP, as Table 7.9 shows. The Registers of 1966
through 1970 show that the percentage of women linguists with a PhD increased
from 44.6% to 47.2% and the percentage of those holding the master's increased
from 38.2% to 41.2% during this period while the percentages of men holding
both deyrees remained almost constant. (Table 7.9--vert:Lcal percentages).

As to composition by sex of the work force at each degree level, as Table 7.8
shows, women are 26% of the work force overall according to the 1973 LSA Member-
ship Survey: they constitute 20% of the PhD's, 39% of the PhD candidates, and
45% of those at the master's level. As the horizontal percentages in Table 7.9
show, the percentage of women among doctoral linguists increased steadily
between 1966 and 1970. The statistics on degrees conferred and on graduate
enrollment (Sections 7.1 and 7.2) indicate that increases will continue.

1/ Only 59% of the Register respondents held PhD's as compared to 75% of the
LSA members surveyed. LSA members are younger than non-LSA members, thus
making the Register group, which includes both, older.
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Table 7.8. Sex and Marital Status of Linguists in the Work Force, 1973.

Sex by Marital Status
Degree Level

PhD PhD Cand. Master's Bach. Total %

%
Female ,

Married
55 (20.2)

29 (10.6)

16

9

19

9

4

2

94 (25.8)

49 (13.5)
Single 36 (9.5) 7 10 2 45 (12.4)

Male 218 (79.9) 25 23 4 270 (74.2)
Married 188 (68.9) 17 18 1 224 (61.5)
Single 29 (10.6) 8 5 3 45 (12.4)
No Report 1 (.4) - - - 1 (.3)

TOTAL 273 100.1 99.1 41 42 8 364 100.0 100.1

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.

Table 7.9. Number of Linguists, by Sex, 1966-1970.

Highest
Depree

1966 1968 1970
Mate Fen Tot Male r , Tbt Male Elm Tat

PhD 631 119 750 793 162 955 923 211 1134
Horiz. % (84.1) (15.9) (83.0) (17.0) (81.4) (18.6)
Vert. % (63.0) (44.6 (66.3) (47.0) (63.4) (47.2)

Easters 246 102 348 277 136 413 401 184 585
Horiz. % (70.7). (29.3) (67.1) (32.9) (68.6) (31.5)
Vert. Z (24.6) (38.2) (23.2) (39.4) (27.6% (41.2)

Bach 94 43 137 90 44 134 :11 50 161
lloriz. % (68.6) (31.4) (67.2) (32.8) (68.9) (31.1)
Vert. % 9.4 16.1) 7.5 12.8 (7.6) (11.2)

Less than Bach MI 1 111/1
- 2 - 2

V %ert. - (-1) -

No
Wo Report 31

2 33 1111111111

3 36 17 2 19
Vert. % '(3.1) .9) (1.2) (.5)

Total 1002 267 1269 1196 345 1541 1455 447 1902
Horiz. % (79.0) (21.0) (77.6) (22.4) (76.5) (23.5)

Source: NRSTP, 1966, 1968, 1970.

246

238



7.3.2 Marital Status

Nearly half the women linguists (48%) in the LSA sample of 1973 were single,
while only 17% of the men were. Degree level made no difference--well over
half the women holeing PhD's were unmarried. (See Table 7.8).

7.3.3 Age

Women linguists as a group are younger than menr. The median age of female
linguists reported in the 1970 NRSTP was 35, while the median age for men was
38. The higher the degree, the greater the disparity in age. The median age
of women PhD's was 43--seven years less than the median for men, but there was
only two years difference in median ages for female and male linguists whose
highest degree was the master's--31 and 33 years respectively, while the median
age for both nen and women holding the bachelor's was 28.

7.3.4 Geographic Restrictions

Women linguists are more likely than7men to limit themselves in job-seeking
to a particular locality, but the number so restricted is a minority even of the
married women. In response to the question "In job seeking, would you consider
yourself restricted to any particular geographic location or type of community?"
40% of the married female LSA members responding--35% of those holding doctor-
ates--considered themselves limited to one area, as did 7% of the single women
responding. In contrast, 5% of the married men and 4% of the single men were
so restricted (the figures were 2% and 0 for married and single male PhDs).

Among graduate students currently seeking permanent employment, the response
was similar. Among PhD students 30t of the women but only 3% of the men said
they were limited to one vicinity; formaster's students 32% of the women and
4% of the men said the same.

Several respondents, all married women, mentioned geogrephical restrictions
as their principal problem, for example a doctoral studet::

Unfortunately I expect to have considerable diffir.i, .:: in finding
employment upon receiving my PhD. I am tied to th; . ,Irea because
of my husb:rnd's employment. [a large state u.,iversity] would
seem to be the only university in the area that be a
possible employer, but as a faculty wife, it is questionable if
they would hire me, especially since my degree will be from [this
institution]. I will therefore have to look for other types of
employment, not necessarily in linguistics. ,We have considered
moving to another area, but have decided that it would not be
wise for some time. This uncertainty about future employment has
often brought me close to quitting.

247

239



An assistant professor:

I have never encountered discrimination because of sex. Being
married limits me geographically, or I would have better work
and pay. I'm just not flexible enough to accept better jobs
elsewhere, and feel most complaints of discrimination by women
are in this same category.

An older MA student:

I have encountered difficulties (1) as the result of being a
wife and choosing to move with my husband when he alpts
transfers, (2) as the result of being a mother of and
giving their welfare top priority, but I have expe, :Iced no
discrimination. I can report, rather, that I have :-ceived
consideration above and beyond that required by a 5;trict
interpretation of guidelines. I have found, wherever I have
lived, opportunities to continue studying the subjects which
interest me and I believe that I shall, any year now, make
a contribution to psycholinguistics which may be of some
significance.

7.4 Employment Status

7.4.1 Unemployment and Undoyemplovmint

According to the LSA Membershii. Survv, wounen constitute 26% of the linguistics
work force, but 44% of tihe unch-fremploTed. Table 7.10 shows the rate by
degree level. Three tim2s as rriy c.women PhDlls are unemployed or severely under-
employed and the same is true of PhD eandidabes. At the master's level, rates
are high for both sexes. Earli'. stwl:L]ef7:; hawe shown similar results. In the
1970 NRSTP, for example, ',The unem.loyment raCe for women was twice that for
men (Table 7.11). According to their department heads, the recent PhD's not
employed constitute 1% of the men but 8% of the women. Marital status among the
LSA Survey respondents did not ,eorrelate WL:h employment problems for women--
the percentage was the same for b0'07; PEnried and single womenbut it did for
men, with a much higher perclnitage of single males suffering employment problems.
Most of the unemployed of both sexes and in both the LSA and National Register
groups were recent graduates.

7.4.2: Full vs. Part-Time Employment Status

Of the erployed women responding to the LSA Survey, 78% worked full-time.
Ninety-four percent of the women with PhD's worked full-time, while only 63%
of those with imAster's degrees did so. Men were more likely to work full-
time--981 of the PhD's, 94% of the MA's (see Table 7.12 for further details).
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Table 7.10. Rates of Unemployment and Underemployment
(Combined) in Linguistics, by Sex, 1973.

Degree Level Men Women

PhD 5.5 16.4
PhD candidate 8.0 31.3
Master's 30.4 21.1

Overall 7.8 19.2

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.



Table 7.12. Employed Linnuists: Full-Time vs. Part Time Status by Sex, 1973.

0

..Pporee Level
Male Femole

Full Time Part Time Full Time r- Part Time
# Nor.% # for % # Nor.% # llor.7PhD 212 (98.2) . 4 6..9) 48 (94.1) 3 (5.9)

Doct. Cand 21 (91.3) 2 (8.7) 6 (46.2) 7 (53.9)
Masters 17 (94.4) 1 (5.6) 10 (62.5) 6 (37.5)Each or Less 3 (75.0) 1 (25,0) 1 (33.3) 2 (66.7)
Total _,253 (96.9) 8 (3.1 65 (78.3) 1 18 (21.7)

Source; LSA Membership Survey, 1973-.,

.

.Table 7.13. Linguistics Work Force: Preferred Working Time Status,
by Sox and Marital Status, 1973.

Preferred Degree bevel
Wkg Time PhD PhD Cana. Master's

F

10

M |

21

BaChf4er's j

F.1 MI

- 2

Total
F M

71 (77) 256 (95)

Status F M F

14

L.L

24Full-Tiro 47 209
Married
Single
Itlo repY.

24
23

-

7

163

26

(1)

x

7

7

-

17

7

-

3

7

(1)

17

4
- -

1

1

34 218
37 38
(1), (1)

Part-Time 1 1 6 1 1 1 15 (16)
Married
Single

t)

2

s
2

l

-
-
1

3

3

1 1

,

-
1 '

10 4
5 4

Either - - - - -

'A 1 -
1 ___1

1
Married
Single

- . - - - -

No Report
Married
Single

1 1 - 1 - 2 1

_ _
5 (5) 4
3 2 .

2 2

-

1

2

. 1

1

-.

-
-

1

-

-
-

1

1

-

1

Total 55 217 16 25 17 23 4 4 92 269

Source: LSA MeMbership Survey, 1973.
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For women as a group these figures matched those on preferences. 1
Seventy-

seven percent of the female LSA members surveyed preferred full-time employ-
ment: 85% of those with PhD's and 62% with master's degrees (Table 7.13).
In contrast, almost all the women graduate students surveyed hoped to obtain
full-time emoloyment--only seven percent of the 192 female doctoral students
and twelve percent of the 138 women working for a master's preferred part-time
work.

The 1970 NRSTP shows fewer women working full-time than does the LSA Member-
ship SurVey: only 65% of the female linguists in the Register were employed
full-time, compared to 86% of the males. The gap between males and females
was narrower for PhD's: 86% of the female PhD's were working full-time, com-
pared to 97% of the males (Table 7.11).

A nurp; of respondents, both male and female, married and single, students
and profcssors, asked for more flexibility in appointments. Some wanted part-
time jobs, like an unmarried male doctoral student:

I would favor the availability of half-time professorships
(or alternate-year ones) as permanent job opportunities:
(1) I don't want a full-time commitment. (2) I don't need
a full-time salary. (3) I would do a better job and be
happier under such an arrangement. (4) Assuming that there
are others like me, this would increase the number of
positions for linguists--increasing the job market.

The disadvantages of available part-time positions were listed by two respon-
ents, both working full-time now:

As a scholar, wife, and mother, I would Frefer a half-time
position at half of the salary I earn as a full-time pacson
on the staff. This would give me more time for research.
Unfortunately, all of the part-time openings that I have
encountered are menial (i.e language drill sections) and
poorly paid.

As the divorced mother of a child I would much prefer to
work part-time--I can live on the part-time salary, but the
problem is with part-time status. One is not considered
"serious" or "professional" if one is working only part-
time. One is therefore more expendable. Also there is no
job security in the form of tenure for part-time jobs at
most institutions.

1/ Our tabulations do not show how many linguists now working part-time would
prefer to work full-time and vice-versa. The former was considered in our
determination of underemployment.
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Others urged the creation of joint or split appointments, pointing out
benefits to both institutions and individuals:

Like many married couples, we require one full-time position
between us. For each of us to work part-time would be ideal:
sufficient salary, extra research time; but I cannot simply
check the part-time box. Our experience in the job market
has been that few universities are willing to hire a team on
this basis; but when it has been done it improves the quality
of teaching and breadth of departmental competence, as well-
as effectively opening up the job market. Leaving aside the
fact that few jobs of whatever type are available, we have
found that it is not nepotism per se so much as the structur-
ing of departments by full-time positions, that presents an
obstacle.

This number included unmarried students:

If a candidate for employment prefers or is willing to accept
half-time emoloyment, this is usually ignored by linguistics
departments, despite possibilities of significant mutual
benefits (e.g., higher proportion of informal contribution to
the department--two half-linguists are probably more valuable
than one "full-time" linguist.)

7.5 Employment

7.5.1 Employer Type

Differences between the sexes as to broad category of employer typel'are
lazgely predictable from differences in degree level. Most employed women
linguists in the LSA survey were at colleges and universities (although in
slightly lesser proportions than men, even when degree level is considered--
90% of women PhD's were academically employed, compared to 92% of the men).
Overall, 73% of the employed female LSA members surveyed were employed in
higher education (compared to 88% of the males); 9% were employed by second-
ary or elementary schools (compared to 2% of the males); and no sizable
percentage worked in any other single type of institution. (See Tables .7.14
and 7.15 for details.)

Women at colleges and universities are least likely to be at the most pres-
tigious institutions. At the institutions with the fourteen most prestigious
departments only 11.5% of the linguistics faculty is female,2 as compared with

1/ Institutions within categories vary widely in prestige, salaries paid,
work activities, etc.
2/ Total linguistics faculty. Within the linguistics departments themselves
11.6% of the faculty is female.
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Table 7.15. Employed Linguists: Employer Type, by Sex, 1970.

Employer Type
Male Female

No. Vert. 1. Horiz. % No. 1 Vert. % Horiz. t Total

College or univ. 868 77.6 79.3 227 71.8 20.7 1095

Two year college 17 1.5 85.0 3 1.0 15.0 20

Elem. sec school 18 1.6 54.6 15 4.8 45.5 33

Non-profit org. 84 7.5 72.4. 32 10.1 27.6 116

Priv. bus. 43 3.9 79-6 11 3.5 20.4 54

Fed. gov't 44 3.9 83.0 9 2.9 17.0 53

State gov't 1 0.1 - - - - 1

Other gov't 2 0.2 - 4 1.3 - 6

Research center 10 ';---, 0.9 90.9 1 OA 9.1 11

Military serv 11 1.0 - - - 11

Other 13 1.2 54.2 11 3.5 45.8 24

Self employed 7 0.6 70.0 3 1.0 30.0 10

TOTAL 1118 100.0 78.0 316 100.2 22.0 1434

Source: NRSTP, 1970, Special committee tabulations.
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15.1% at the other universities offering a linguistics PhD, and 17.9% at all
other institutions. (Numbers and percentages of women employed at each of
the six types of academic institution appear in Table 7.21 in Section 7.5.3.1
On academic rank.)

7.5.2 Primary Work Activity

Women linguists are morelikely than men to be teaching, less likely to be
doing research or management--even when degree level and employer type are
accounted for. For example, Table 7.16 shows the primary work activity of
academically employed LSA members surveyed, by highest degree and sex. Among
PhD's teaching is the primary work of 78% of the women, and 62% of the men.
Research, on the other hand, is the primary work for 9% of the women and 14%
of the men, while the figures for administration are 2% and 7% respectively.
(The inclusion of those who reported two or more activities as equally time-
Consuming produces similar results).

Of the non-academically employed LSA ..nbers (see Table 7.17), 65% of the
WOmen compared with 26% of the men, reported teaching as their primary work
activity, while only 5% of the women listed administration (compared to 23%
Of the men) and 5% research (10% of the men).

The results of tabulations from the 1970 National Register are roughly the
8ame, both among academically and non-academically employed linguistssee
Table 7.18.

1

The LSA Membership Survey asked respondents how they would prefer to allocate
their working time among activities. The results, shown in Table 7.19 indicate
that more women than men prefer teaching as their primary work activity and
fewer prefer research. Including those who expressed an equal preference for
tWo or more activities, 85% of the women, but only 67% of the men listed
teaching as a preferred primary work activity, while 46% of the women and 66%
Of the nen listed research.

7,5,3 Academically Employed Women

7.5.3.1 Rank

Women arc under-represented in comparison with their availability at every
faculty rank, but especially at the senior levels. For comparison, from 1936
through 1967, women received 19% of the doctorates conferred in linguistics,
so one would expect to find roughly this percentage as associate and full
professors in 1973. Since 1967 they have received about 25% of the linguistics

I/ The work activity categories in the two surveys are not strictly comparable.
One exception to the above statement is that proportionately more women in the
non-academic sector arc doing research according tothe NRSTP tabulations.
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Table 7.18. Primary Work Activity of Linguists, by Sex and
Academic vs. Non-Academic Employer, 1970.

'Primary
'work

Activity
Academically Empl'd

Femle V%
Non-Academ. Empl'd

, Female V%----RDIT
Total

V% r Female V%Male V7,-- Mile 74
Tchg: T 752 (71). 201 (77) 39 (16) 21 (24) 791 (61) 222 (64)
PhD 588 (74) -13.4. (81) 8 am 2 (8)--35-6( 68)-i 136-----7)
mastcfs 146 (713) 52 (31) 30 (15) 18 (35) 176 (54) 70 (37)
Bach 15 13 1 1 16 14
Other 3 2 - - 3 2

Writing 15
-12

(1) 2 (1) 29 (12) 12 (14) 44 (3) 14 (4)
PhD 1 8 (10) 1 (4) 20 (2) 2 (1)
Masters 2 1 15 (3) 7 (14) 17 (5) 8 (4)
Bach 1 - 5 4 6 4
Other - - 1 - 1 -

Research _156 (15) j4 (13) 60 (25) 28 (32) 216 (17) 1 62 (18)
PhD 100 (13) 18 (11) 25 (30) 10 (42) 125 (14) 28 (14)
Naster's 36 (17) 10 ( 6) 24 (20) 14 (27) 60 (18) 24 (15)
Bach 15 6 10 4 25 10
Other 5 - 1 - 6 -

Mgmt: R & D 23 (2) 32 (1.3.) 3 () 55 (4) 3 (1)
PhD 19 (2) - 18 (21) - 37 (4) -
Nastees 2 (11) - 11 (9) 3 (6) 12 (4) 3 (2)
Bach 1 - 2 - 4 -
Other 1 - 1 - 2 -

Ntmt: Othe 9] (9) 12 (5) 44 (18) 10 ill) 135 (10) 22 (6)
PhD 72 (9) 9 15). 17 (20) 6 (25) 89 (10) 15 (8)-

...Nasterl; 15 t7) 1 (1) 19 (16) 3 (6) 34 (10) 4 (2)
Bach 3 2 7 1 10 3
Other 1 - 1 - 2 -

Consulting 1 1 14 (6) 6 (7) 15 (1) 7 (2)-
PhD 1 1 J (6) 4 (17)-- 6 (1) 5 (iy
Master'6 1 1 5 (4) 2 (4) 5 (2) 2 (1)
Bach - - 3 - 3 -
Other - - 1 - 1. -

Other 22
---7

(2) 10 (4) 27 (11) 8 (9) 49 (4) 18 (ii)

PhD 2 3 3 (4) 1 (4) 5 (1) 4 (2)
Nbstees 9 6 14 (12) 5 (10) 23 (7) 11 (6)
Bach 11 1 10 2 21 3
Other - - - - - -

TOTAL La60 760 2 1.125 '148
794 166 24PhD 84 878 .: 190

Mastern 209 70 118 52 327
! 122

Bach 47 22 38 12 85 i 34
Other 10 2 5 - 15 ! 2

No Report 31 12 :7 150 -----99

Source: NRSTP, 1970, Special committee tabulations.
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PhD's, so this is the percentage one would expect to find as assistant
professors.'

In actuality, tabulations from University Resources for 1971-72 2 show women
as 7% of the full professors, 15% of the associate professors (11% of both
ranks combined), and 19% of the assistant professors. Linguistics department
and program heads rePorted that women held 11% of the full and associate
professorships in 1973 and 23% of the assistant professorships in their
programs. (Tables 7.20 and 7.21)

Within each rank women are fewest at the most prestigious institutions. For
example, in the senior ranks of full and associate professor, 6.7% of the
linguistics faculty at the institutions with the fourteen most prestigious
departments is female, as compared with 10.4% at other PhD-granting institu-
tions and 12.7% at all other institutions. At the assistant professor level,
the figures are 13.2%, 18.2% and 21.1% respectively (derived from Table 7.21,
which gives the complete tabulations from University Resources). All the
departments of the top fourteen graduate schools in linguistics among them
had eight women full professors, seven associate professors and twelve assist-
ant professors (out of 314 faculty members at these ranks).

7.5.3.2 Tenure

The same pattern holds for tenure. Overall, women hold 13% of the tenured
linguistics positions according to their department heads, a slightly favor-
able ratio in comparison with their representation at the senior faculty ranks.
At the fourteen most prestigious institutions, however, women hold only 6.5% of
the tenured positions, while they have 8.6% of these positions at other institu-
tions offering a linguistics doctorate and 18.8% at all other institutions.
(See Table 7.22).

1/ Statistics from the Doctorate Records File. The 1973 LSA Membership Survey
showed no PhD's of either sex who had dropped out of the work force. The 1970
NRSTP included one man (0.1% of all male PhD's) and three women (1.4% of all
female PhD's) unemployed and not seeking employment. Applying these percentages
to the figures given in Table 7.7 and subtracting, 19.2% of the PhD's from 1936-
1967 are women and 25.0% since 1967.

Not all assistant professors hold a'PhD: 11-12% do not, according to the
LSA Membership Survey and the Survey of Linguistics Department and Program Heads,
24% according to the 1970 NRSTP. Among those withlft the doctorate, women are
about 40% according to department heads, 20% accol-Hg to the National Register.)
2/ Count made on the basis of first names. Where iversity Resources listed
initials or first names were ambiguous we used other directories and personal
knowledge of staff members at the Center for Applied Linguistics.
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Table 7.22. Sex of Linguists Holding Tenure in Linguistics Departments and
Programs by Type of Academic Institution, 1973.

Type of Institution
(by highest linguistics
degree offered)

Male Female
TotalN . No.

PhD in linguistics:

__-

14 most prestigious
departments 86 93.5 6 6.5 92

Other departments 106 91.4 10 8.6 116

Matter's in linguistics 40 83.3 8 16.7 48

Bach's in linguistics 23 67.7 11 32.4 34

Graduate degree in another
subject with linguistics
Concentration 60 84.5 11 15.5 71

Other four-year institutions 54 B3.1 11 16.9 65

TOTAL 369 86.6 57 13.4 426

Source: Survey of Linguistics Departments and Program Heads, 1973.
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.5.3.3 Institutions Hiring Their Own Graduates

The Survey of Linguistics Department and Program Heads asked how many of their
Own PhD's were on the faculty of responding programs. Seventeen of the 43 insti-
tutions answering this question had at least one of their own doctorates on the
staff, a total of 41 men and four women. Twelve of those responding positively
were from the 14 most prestigiousgenerally the oldestdepartments. Only five
said they had a policy of never hiring their own graduates. Most said they had
no policy on the subject or that they were hired only under special circumstances.
In sum, most institutions have no policy against hiring their own doctorates,
about forty percent now have them on the faculty, and most of the PhD's so hired
are male.

7.5.3.4 Salary

Both our sources for current salary statistics indicate that women earn at
least $1,000 a year less than men of the same academic rank.

Linguistics department and program heads reported a median salary for female
assistant professors of $11,500, a thousand dollars less than that for males at
the same rank. The median salary reported for associate professors was $14,500,
the same for men and women. Female full professors earned a median salary of
$17,500 while males at that rank earned a median salary of $19,000. (Sec
Table 7.23).

1\mong LSA Membership Survey respondents women with Php's at the
fossor level earned a median salary of $11,000, $1,200 less than !

of males at the same rank. At the associate professor level,
earned a median salary of $13,700, while men at this level earneC
median was $18,200 for women full professors, $20,200 for men (the
ween based on only seven responses, however).

;sistant. pro-

median salary
:ith PhD's
,700. The

edian for

Salary figures from the 1970 NRSTP arc by now outdated as to dollar amounts,
but our tabulations from that source show that discrepancies by sex existed then
also. (See Table 7.25).

7.5.4 Recent hiring

7.5.4.1 Statistics

During the period 1961-1972, 1S% of the faculty members hired by linguistics
departments and programs surveyed by the LSA were women: 27% of the instructors,
19% of the assistant professors and 12% of the associate and full professors.
(Twenty-five percent of the linguistics PhD's awarded in these years went to
women.) There was little difference among departments and programs offering a
linguistics major, where the percentage of women among faculty members hired
was a little under 15%. In contrast, in programs offering only a graduate minor
in linguistics women constituted 26% and in those with the smallest programs,
they were 37% of those hired. (Table 7.26)
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Table 7.24. Salary of Full-Time A,ndemically Employed Lingaists
with PhD's, by Rank and Sex

Salary
Asst. Prof. Assoc. Prof. Pull l''rof. All Ranks

Female Male Female Male Female Male lemale Male Total

$8,000-$10,003 1 / 1 2
$10,000-$12,000 9 23 1 1 10 25 35
$12,000-$14,000 5 28 6 10 11 38 49
$14,000-$16,000 1 7 3 18 3 2 7 27 34
$16,000-$18,000 2 1 9 5 1 16 17
$18,000-$20,000 1 3 16 3 17 20
$20,000-$22,000 1 1 13 1 13 15
$22,000-$25,000 12 12 12
$25,000-$30,000 1 7 1 7 8
$30,000 and over 3 3 3

Median $11,000 $12,200 $13,700 $14,700 (18,200) $20,200 $13,200 $14,700 $14,500

Source: LSA Membership Survey, 1973.

NOTE: edians calculated on basis of more detailed information
in tabulations.
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Table 7.25. Salary of Full-Time Academically Employed Linguists,
by Rank and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Rank/Highest Degree Median Salary No. of Rs Median Salary No. of Rs

Full professor w/PhD $18,000 293 $15,000 35
Assoc professor /PhD $13,000 211 $12,000 46
Asst professor w/PhD $11,000 240 $11,000 59
Asst professor w/MA $10,000 72 $10,000 13
Instructor w/MA $ 9,000 41 $ 8,000 13 _

Source: NRSTP, 1970, Special committee tabulations.
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Table 7.26. Sex of Linguists Hired by Linguistics Departments and Programs,
1967-1972 by Rank and Type of Academic Institution.

Type of Institu-
tion (by highest
ling deg offered)

Instructor Lecturer Asst. Prof. Assoc. Prof. Full Prof. Total
Male Fem. Male Fem. Male Fem. Male Fem. Male Fem. M F

PhD: 14 most
prestigious 5 - 6 - 36 10 13 - 3 1 63 11

PhD: Other 7 3 2 - 43 8 11 1 5 2 68 14

Master's 5 4 - - 24 2 5 - 1 - 35 6

Bach. 7 1 1 - 13 2 66 1 2 1 29 s
Other Otad. 3 1 - 29 4 13 1 4 1 49 17

Other 5 3 - - 11 4 a .. 3 2 27 16

TOTAL 32 12 9 - 156 37 56 3 18 7 271 59

H % 72.7% 27.3% 100.0£ 80.81 19.2% 94.9% 5.1% 72.0% 28.0% 82.1% 17.9%

Source: Survey of Linguistics Dept and Prog Heads, 1973.
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Only three of the 36 department and program heads responding to the question
"Have your women students had grdater difficulty in finding jobs than men of
comparable qualifications?" responded with an unqualified"yes." Thirty-one
stated that sex was not a factor. Five gave qualified responses. One felt
that with the PhD, there was no difference. Another remarked that jobs secured
by women may not be exactly the same quality in relation to their qualifications.
A third said that women had no greater difficulty but have received the "short
end of the stick in salary and course assignments."

The Survey of Linguistics Department and Program heads also asked about the
employment of recent doctoral graduates; the results appear in Table 7.27.
According to their department heads 79% of the women earning a linguistics PhD
in the past two years are employed in linguistics or related fields as compared
to of the men. However, women earning degrees from the top fourteen insti-
tut-ons did almost as well as the men--90%.of the women had found linguistics
employment and 03% of the men--and both did better than their counterparts from
other institutions. Only 68% of the recent women doctorates from these insti-
tutions were employed in linguistics or related fields, compared to 82% of the
men. Overall, twice as many women as men were reporte :ci be working in fields
not related to linguistics and the percentage of women ,liorted not employed
was higher: eight percent vs. one percent.

The questionnaire distributed for the Doctorate Records File of the National
Academy of Sciences-National Research Council asked graduating PhD's, beginning
in 1967, about their posL-doctoral plans. Table 7.28 summarizes the responses
for U.S. eitizenn. Only 68% of the women, as compaxed with 80% of the men had
a definite commitment for a job, while llt of the men but 21% of the women were
looking for a job but had no firm prospects.

Analysis of the latter group by sex and marital status showed that -iarried
we:Jen suffee the greatest uncertainty and married men the least, while single
people of either sex were about average.

In recent years, an increasing number of linguists have responded that they
planned to go on for further education or trainingeither post-doctoral fellow-
ships or further degrees. Some wished to add experience, but since 1070 others
have indicated that their purpose was to chonge fields. Among American citizens
graduating in 1970 and 1971, 8% of the women fel] into this category, 2% of the
men.

7.5.4.2 Comients by Respondents on Diseriminati.on :lased on Sex and
Other Classifications

Discrimination in hiring was a subject which prompted strong reactions from
both male and female respondents. Several men cited experiences of reverse
discrimination; for example an assistant professor of anthropology:

I have been discriminated against at least twice to my knowledge
on two countsbeing male and being white. I am certain that
eveLy other white male who has shopped around in the last two
years has been treated similarly.
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Table 7.27. Employment of PhD's Graduating 1970-1972, by Sex.

14 most prestigious Other PhD Granting i Total
Maio

No Vjo

Female
No 1/;,)

Male
No

Female
-7

Male 1 Female
177. No V% No V%

I No I V5
Employed, linguistics

Or related field 105 93 35 90 55 67 26 68 160 91
!

61
1

79
Employed; other field 3 3 1 3 6 10 7 18 9 5 i 81 10
Not employed 1 1 2 5 1 2 4 11 2 1 6; 8
Unknown _4 4 1 3 1. 2 1 3 5 3 I 2! 3

TOTAL 113 101 39 100 63,101 . 38 100 176 100 ;77 aoo

Source: Survey of Linguistics Departments andProgram Beads, 1973.
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and a graduate student:

As a white male, I have received a few clearly discriminatory
refusals of interviews--well-intentioned I suppose, and
"justified" by affirmative action.

some were resentful, like an assistant professor, now a faculty member in a
graduate department of linguistics:

One institution, which had no women in the prospective hiring
department (whose chairman indicated to me that the Dean was
applying pressure on them to hire a woman), subsequently
filled the opening for which I was being considered with a
woman with clearly inferior qualifications. Needless to say,
/ am annoyed by the kind of thinking behind your *7 [question
on racial or ethnic minority group membership].

Others were philosophical--an assistant professor at a branch campus of a state
university:

To be frank about it I have encountered job-hunting discrimina-
tion this year because I am not Chicano, Boricua, female or
tIack. Two employers told me frankly that they would only con-
sider me if they absolutely could not come up with someone
toward whom they could Act.Affirmatively: But then, past (and
present) sins must be atoned for and I am not unhappy in Podunk.

Others noted with disapproval what they perceived as favoritism toward women
bnd minorities. One said simply: "I hope the Society will issue a statement
'Condemning the currently prevalent discrimination against white males."

*Women most frequently singled out hiring as the stage where they had experi-
enced discrimination--from interviewers, potential employers and their own pro-
fessors (the role of the last-mentioned in placement is documented in Sect[on
3,6). One, now an assistant professor, said:

I found sex discrimination a problem more during graduate
study and job seeking than in my present situation. Given
federal pressures for economic equality, discrimination
crops up in suCh intangibles as the advice, enthusiasm,
and support of former professors, of the people (men) with
"Influence."

Married women said they had trouble even being considered because of an unfounded
presumption that they would follow their husbands. Two doctoral candidates:

I have been repeatedly asked by interviewers, but especially
ty faculty in my own department from whom I requested recom-
mendations, how I could consider such and such a job--what
would my husband do? The presumption is that my job must
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take a backseat to his opportunities, which in our family, is
not a basic principle.

Being a woman has been an advantage, being a married woman a
disadvantage. The assumption is lack of seriousness in job
hunting, i.e., I would follow my husband. This results in
(1) reluctance of faculty members to help look for a job and
(2) reluctance of interviewers to invest money in interview-
ing me or to consider me for permanent positions. This is
obviously a considerable disadvantage independent of talent
or accomplishment. In fact, my husband and I have chosen

job over several possibilities for each of us.

Another stated she was denied an interview after the chairman learned she was
expecting a baby. A fourth said:

I have failed to get the only two jobs I have been interviewed
for because, (1) I had "too many home responsibilities" for
the personnel committe, although the department concerned
wanted me; (2) I livt oo far away. My home responsibilities
have decreased considerably since I started graduate school,
when my daughter was somewhat under two, and I don't think
a father, even a widower, would have been asked what he
planned to dowith his child after school.

A single woman, 26, said, "my sex and age combination has caused many prospec-
tive employers to fear 'imminent' marriage and therefore doubt long-term employ-
ment is assured." The final quotation, by a woman describing her search for a
job several years ago, encapsulates the experiences that our female respondents
complained of.

The department chairman did not recommend me for any
positions, assuming (without asking) that I was working
for a degree as a pastime. Some remarks made to me in
interviews which I arranged myself were:

"Don't get me wrong. I like women, hut not in the
departmentonly after working hours."
"If I hire you, the men in the department will go
elsewhere."
"You'xe a good-looking woman. What if you get
married?"
"I've been through three menopauses with women teachers
already. Sorrynot agair "

"We can hire you on a temi- -ary basis until we find a
qualified man for the position."

Our solicitation of comments on discrimination also prompted several responses
on other bases for it. One was age discrimination, cited by at least three
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doctoral students over forty. The other was related to linguistic theory. A
1965 PhD:

The only documentable exclusion I have experienced is that
linguistics departments was MIT doctors/PhD above all others.
For example, I applied to [a new linguistics program]
in 1963 and repeatedly in the following years. A letter from

[a professor there] to , requesting him, or other
MIT-men he might recommend, to apply for openings was posted
on the bulletin board, where I saw it, and applied. My new
application (January, 1970) was answered two days later,
"explaining" that "the response to our own search for ca-di-
dates has been so overwhelming..." The worst discrimination
I have faced is totally within linguistics: the LSA does
not represent minority opinions and many of its leading
members are just one more "old boys" club. One gets farther
with TG slogans than with original scholarship, even if
brilliant.

There were several other comments in a similar vein.

7.6 The Availability and Employment of Women Linguists:
A Summary'

97.6.1 Availability of Women Linguists-

'CT first-job hiring the best measure of the availability of women linguists
their percentage among graduate students currently seeking permanent employ-

ment. According to the LSA Survey of Linguistics Grad-late Students, women
Were:

44% of the doctoral students seeking employment in 1973
65% of the master's students seeking employment iii 1973

(women are over-represented in the latter category in this survey).

The trends and current statistics indicate that the percentages will soon be
higher. According to Office of Education statistics the number of women lin-
guistics students rose-ten percentage points in five years between 1966 and
1971--from 38% to 48%. Two 1973 surveys reported the following percentageF: of
women graduate students:

Survey of Linguistics Survey of Linguistics
Dept/Prog Heads Grad Students

PhD students 46% 47%
Master's students 59% 69%

TOTAL 52% 54%

1/ Tables and statistics are derived from earlier sections of this chapter.
2/ Availability refers to the percentage of women in the field (not the
riumber immediately seeking employment).
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In considering the present composition of programs by sex the percentages
of cumulative PhD's earned and of the work force are relevant. According to
the Doctorate Records File, of the total doctorates in linguistics conferred
between 1936 and 1972, women constituted 23% of the cumulated total:

20% of linguistics PhD's awarded, 1936-1967
25% of linguistics PhD's awarded, 1967-1972

The recent increases in graduate enrollment among women were apparently
reflected in 1972, when 30% of the PhD's conferred went to women. In the
work force, linguists employed full or part-time, or else unemployed and
seeking emoloyment, women are 26% of the total:

20% of the PhD's
39% of the PhD candidates
45% of the MA's

7.6.2 Employment and Status f Women Linguists

The available satintios give no indication of a general pattern of discr: .

ination against women in graduate admissions or financial aid. Employment
presents a different picture, however, Overall, the unemployment rate of
is twice that of men, or put differently, women are 26% of the work force hu!.
44% of the unemployed. A com2arison of figures on availability in the last
section with the following tables on university employment show that women are
under-represented at every faculty rank:

Rank

Ass't professor
Assoc professor
Full professor

TOTAL

Survey of Linguistics University Resources
Dept/Prog Heads 1971-1972

22.9%
13.3%
9.3%

19.1%

15.2%
6.7%

17.1t 15.9%

Nor have they been hired in proportion to their availability in the last few
years: of linguintics faculty hired from 1967 to 1972 the Survey of Linguistics
Department and Projram heads s:laws the following were women:

Ass't professor 19%
Assoc professor
Full professor 28%

TOTAL 18%

Within each faculty xank women are distributed unevenly among types cf institu-
tions, being least likely to be found at the most prentitious institutions:

a 10
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Full/assoc professor
Ass't professor

TOTAL

Tenured

Other
Ton 14 PhD Granting Other Total

6.7% 10.4%
13.21 18.2%

15.1%

6.5% 8.6%

12.7% 10.7%
21.1% 19.1%

17.9% -.9%

On the average, women make $1,000 a year less than men of the same rank:

Instructor Survey of LSA Membership
Dept/Pr Survey

Men mcn Men Women

Instructor $10,500 $ 9,500
Ass't professor $12,500 $11,500
Assoc professor $14,500 $14,500
Full professor $11:),000 $17,500

$12,200
$14,700
$20,200

$11,000
$13,700
$18,200

The views of individuals uuoted throughout the study reflect facets of this
situation and the results of attempts to remedy it. Readers can consult the
statistics and their own knowiede and experience and judge their validity for
themselves. Overall, statistics on unemployment, recent hiring, and measures
of sti.us like rank, salary, and prestige of the employing institution indicate
that women have been, and ren:Lin in a position of disadvantage. It is unclear
whether mincity group rembrs are advantaged or disadvantaged professionally;
however, there are so few that either way their position can have little effect
on job for othcrs. Th statistIcs, however, reflect the situation of the-
average me.aber of any group--a hypothetical being. Individuals may still
suffer injustices s:tem.i.ng from grow) membership which others in the group have
avoide3. What most distnbed our respondents was their worry about getting a
decent job ;7nd the fear of upiair treatment (or belief that it had taken place)
because their t-ace, sex, age or ethnic group is considered more important than
their individual merits.
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Appendix A

Conies of LSA Manpower Survey Quo:

e LSA Membc:tst_ip Survey

.o Survey of Linguistics Graduate St!ents

(4 Survey of Linguistics Departiaent and Program Heads
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LINGUISTIC SoCIETY OF AMKRICA /611 N. r,..nt. Striet Arlingt-,n, Virginia 22209

Narae

MEMBERSHIP SU1

Mailing address

NOTE: If you are a graduate student and have alrady filled out a similar LSA

questionnaire, do not complete this one. Simply check here: , and

return in the enclosed envelope. Thank you.

I. Date of birth

I. VITA

2. Citizenship: U.S.

Other (specify)

3. Sex: Female 4. arital status: Married. Spouse's profession

Male -- Not married (incl. widowed, divorced)

5. Number of children under 18

6. What do you consider your native language(s)?

7. If you are a U.S. citizen, are you a member of a racIal or ethnic minority group?

No.

Black.
Spanish-speaking. Which group (e.g. Chicano, Puerto Rican, etc.)

Asian. Which group (e.g. Chinese-American, etc.)

Native American. Which group (e.g. Navajo, Cherokee, etc,)

Other (please specify)

IT. PROFESSIONAL IDENTIFICATION AND BACKGROUND

S. a. What is the highest degree you hold? Major

Minor Institution

Name of supervising dept. or program

h. If your highest degree is other than a RA or BS, in vhich year did you receive

your RA or What was the major subject?

9. Do you regor6 yourself as primarily a: (check one)

linguist.
anthropologi
specialist in a particular language
or language family, namely:

psyc!4o1ogist

ESM, specialist
Other .(please specify).

10. What are your principal areas of professin:?. specialixation (e.e. phonology,

French linguistics, psycho-linguistics, etc.):

11. How 4ny years of professional language-related work experience, siu.-11 as teaching

or ref-arch, have you 7.ad, and in which general field(s) (e..g. linguistics, ESOL,

anthropolo,:v, etc.)?
[-..Yr!:. y.xperience Ceneval field
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12. How many items have you published in each of the followig categories?

Book revie: Journal articles Books

III. STUDENT STATUS

13. Are you currently enrolled as a student in a degree-granting program? Yes

No

IF YOU ARE NOT A STUDENT IN A DEGREE-GRANTING PROGRAM,--SKIP TO QUESTION 19.

14. It you are a student, Degree sought Date degree expected

Major Minor

Institution

Supervising department or program

15. Are you unrolled: for coursework OR for dissertation

part-time OR full-time

__ in absentiain residence OR

currently teaching at the institution at which you are enroLl.cd?Are you

Yes No. If YES, what subject(s)?

17. Are you currently receiving any of the following types of financial aid:

teaching assistantship government fellowship

research a5sistantship other fellowship
university fellowship other (describe)

18. Are you actively seeking permanent employment? Yes No. If YES, in whl

fieltl(s)? To begin:

IV. EMPLOYMENT

19. EmplOYILL'I.... t lu; -
c- tuti-time ova field (as indicated in question 9)
emplo;eg parr.--time in owa fiAd (as indicated in question -9-)
employe,.1 in a field other than that indicated in question 9). Which?

unemp:oy,:i.'. and Ocri.ri.. em17.:,vmei.e

e('-q employed and dt:;iring ompToyment

retired

J YOU ARE NOT CURRENTLY EMPLOYLD OR ALE ENPLOYED ONLY AS A TEACHING OR RESEARCH
Ar..SISTA::T Al AN INSTITUTION AT WHIC'YOU ARE A STUDENT, SKIP TO QUESTION 27

20. If you are employed full-time or part-time, what is the name of your present

principal employer:

Ins1itur.i.1.1n City, state

Department. or program
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What is the most appropriate category for y;:ur present principal employer:

universit _ elementary or secondary school_
four-year i -e non-profit organization

junior coll., private business

federal go': ,ent other (specify)
--

21. Yoer rank

22. Approximat...- ,,hat percentage of your working time do you spend on each of the

following work activities (present principal employment):

Activity 7 of time

Teaching
Administration
Research
Other (specify)

Total 100'i.

23. If you are teaching at a college or university, please ind ate the number of
courses and their general field(s):

General field

No
Graduate

level

Linguistics
Language/literature of a !,pecific

namely:

Other (specify)

f courses
Undergraduate

level

low many theses or dissertations are you supervising?

24. If you are doing research, what is the subject area (e.g. Russian phonology,
cl.Ad language, etc.)

25.

b.

How many proposals for which you were a principal investigator have you
submitted to funding agencies during the last five years?

How many were funded?

26. In what year did you first join your present institution as a faculty member or
professional employee?

How did you first find a position at this institution?

throurh a professor or former professor
through a colleague
placement service or register
unsolicited oifer by in'titution
unsolicited inquiry at i;:stituti-,-1 on your part
othur (please describe)

27. Since entering the professional labor market, have you experienced any periods
of involuntary unemployment? Yes No. If YES, when and for how long?
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16. a. Assuming your current financial and family situation,

work: full-time part-time

b. In job-seeking, would you consider yourself.xgstricted
geographic area or type of community? Yes No.
describe (e.g. U.S. only, West Coast only, Boston arca
only).

C.

d.

would yuu prefer to

not at all

to any particular
If YES, please
only, big cities

Assuming that the rank and salary were acceptable, at which type(s) of
institution(s) would you prefer to work? Please rank up to three, using
the number 1 for your first choice, 2 for your second choice, etc.

private business
four-year college
federal government
Junior college
other (please specify)

elementary
university
universith
non-profit

or secondary school
with graduate linguistics program
without graduate linguistics program
organization

How would you prefer to allocate your working
percentages)?

time (in approximate

;Activity Z of time
Teaching
Administtation

: Research
' Other (specify)

.i

, Total 100Z

e. In which e.f your areas of speciaL..ation (as vou listed ther in question 10)
wou71 you 7:: -1r to work?

RespurisL, ,o cht foil2wing question is STRICTLY OPTIONAL. Salary information
will net hc _sed any way which would permit it to be identified with
you, :f ,'.i.efer not to reveal your salary, please omit thi-s question.

j..% am,ual salary associated with your present principal
for 9-10 months a. year OR

---
11-12 months a year

(basic annual salary does not include bonuses, overtime, summer teaching,
rtmtal or subsistence allowances)

COn.fli: We would be interested in any remarks qualifying answers above or on
such topics as your experiences with the 'professional job market, the
strengths and weaknesses uf your linguistics training, or discrimination
you might h_qe encountered on grounds of sex or minority group member-
ship, etc. Thank you.



Linguistic Socie(y (f America
Committee on Ike Manpower Surve)

led 1 Nsnilt Kett( Altryl. 222(1, Trfrplbunr: 1217) i28.2,71I TII-X 1,1.-x

The Committee on the Manpower Survey very earnestly requests that you
complete the foll xing questionnaire and return it to your department
chaifman or student organization by February 28, 1973.

The background of this inquiry is that the Manpower Surey Committee
has been charged with investigating:

a) the current situation, and the probable future course, of
job opportunities for persons trained in linguistics and
the uncommonly taught languages, and of the supply of such
persons;

b) the specl problems in the profession relating to the
training and utilization of minority groups, in particular,
women, and members of ethnic groups such as blacks,
Chicanos, American Indians, etc.; and

c) the possibility of expanding job opportunities for linguist':
by exploring new areas in which linguist expertise might
be needed.

The present questionnaire is being sent to linguistics graduate students
through their departments and programs and is designed to tell the Com-
_ittee more about t-he supply side of supply and demand in linguistics.
We are particularly concerned uith the academic background, areas of
specializa.ion, and employment aspirations of future members of the pre-
fession. arc also anxirus to hear from as many students as possible
their and concerns about the job market in linguistics, their
problem:: it and preparation for it. We would emphasize that:

questioe:Inire requests new information which is not
available to us otherwise, and

the information to be furnished will bp treated in a com-
pletely confidential and privileged manner. Ii will be
available only to the members of the Committee and persons
in the employ t4- thv LSA, and will'he published only in the
form of statitiz7a: summaries and analyses that will not
identity individuals.

Because the results of the survey will undre:btedly have great importance
in the formulation of future employment training policies in the pro-
fession of linguistics, not only at the national level but. also nt the
local level, wo beli, that you will .be we'il repaid for your cooperation.

Thank you .

14.11\ 41.'4,711,4/4 o: -. C %II.%I \ %U./ V0101, 1,1.11,1fro 11 %II C..ff I f 'n,;...ify of (
I t ;Li" it:;:,./r): GI ORLI I.

I' A... %, ko: . / tin., stfv \ I ...I.. /.t 1'1 11.1 I 1 : It. ill 1:Itl RI...
goo0 ripf,-.! I i,/,4/0./i. : I IZ. itiq:Ivrt of j'eth,,,,I,,Kv
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Name

sugva o GRADUATE STUDENTS IN LINGUISTICS

Mailing address

I. VITA

1. Date of birth 2. Citizenship: U.S.
Other (specify)

3. Sex: Female 4. Marital status: Married. Spouse's profession

__Male Not married (incl. widowed, divorced)

5. Number of children under 16

6. What do you consider your native language(s)?

If you are a U.S. citi:eo_ .r;re you a member of a racial or ethnic minority group?

No.

Black.
Spanish-speaUng. Which group (e.g. Chicano, Puerto Rican, etc.)
Asian. WDich group (e.g. Chinese-American, etc.)
Native American. Which group (e.g. Navajo, Cherokee, etc.)
:.- ..ther (please specify)

IT. CURRENT ENROLLMENT

S. Degree sought Major Minor

Institution Date degree expected

Nami of supervising dept. or program

J. Are you enrolled: for course work OR for dissertation
full-time OR part-time
in residence OR in absentia

10. Are you currently teaching at the institution at which you ai.e ,.nrolled?
Yes Nn. 11 YES, what subject(s)?

11. Are you currly receiving any of the following types of financial aid:

teaching assistantship, government fellowship
research assistantship

-- other fellowship
university fellowship other (specify)

12. If you are doing original research (including dissertation research), what is the
subject aren (e.g. Russian phonology, child language, etc.)

IIT. ACADt:IIC AND PROFESSIONAL B%CKGROUND

13. a. What is the highest degree you hold? Major

nionr Institution

Name of superviii:ng dept. Or program

h, if your hiihest degree is other dam a BA or BS, in which year did you receive

our P or tS? Whlt was the major subject?
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14. Du you regard yourself primarily a student of: (check one)

linguistics psychology
anthropulogy ESOL
particular language or other field (please specify)
language famil. , namely:

15. What is (are) your principal area(s) of interest or specialization (e.g. phonology,
French linguistics, psycho-linguistics, Chinese, etc.).

16. How many years of professional language-related work experience, such as teaching
or research, including graduate assistantships, have you had, and in what general
field(s)? 'e.g. linguistics, ESOL, etc.)

Yrs. Experience; Field

17. How many items have you published in each of the following categories?

Book reviews Journal articles Books

18. To which national profeNsional organizations do you belong? (please spell out)

IV. OUTSIDE EMPLOYMENT

19. Are you curren:ly employed in a professional capacity in larzuage-related work
outside of ti:e department or program in which you are enrolled? Yes No.
If YES, please gi-:e the following information:

a. Name of emplo)ing institution

b. Department or program

c. What is the most appropriate category for this institution?

university
four-year college
.

junior college
private language school
other private business

--
d. Your rank ,r title

elementary or secondary school
rederal goverintont
mon-profit organization
oLher (specify)

e. Ynur work activities (check whichever are appropriate)

teaching. What subjectl(s)?
administration
rr.search. On what subject(s)?
other (please describe)

f. Du you regard this job as primarily:

a tempnrary source of support while -:ou pursue graduate work
a permanent job
other (please describe)

4.84
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V. FUTURE EMPLOYMENT

20. a In what field(s) do you expect to seek employment (other than summer or other
temporary employment)?

linguistics
--

anthropology
ESOL psychology
particular language or education
language family, namely: other (please specify)

h. When do yoc hope to obtain such employment?

91. a. Would you prefer that this employment be:

full-time part-Lime--
b. In seekini:.such employment, would you consider yourself restricted to any

particular geographic location or type of community? Yes No.

If YES, please describe (e.g. U.S. only, West Coast only, Boston area only,
big cities only, etc.).

At which type(s) of institution(s) would you prefer to work? Please rank
up to three, using the number 1 for your first choice, 2 for your second
choice, etc.

private business elementary or secondary school

_ junior college university with graduate linguistics program
federal government university without graduate linguistics program
four-year college non-profit organization__
other.(please specify)

d. To which one of the following act;"ities would you prefer to devote the
primary part of your workinz Lime,

Leaching
--

administration
other (specify)

e. In which of your areas of interest or speciaization (as you listed them in
questi(n 15) would you prefer to work?

COMFNTS: We would be interested in any remarks qualifying answers above or on such
topics as your experiences with the professional job market, the strengths
and weaknesses .o.f. your linguistics training, or discrimination you might
have enceuntered'on grounds of sex or minnrity group membership, etc.
Ihank you.



LINGUISTIC SOCIETY OF AMERICA 1611 N. Kent Street Arlington, Virginia 22209

SURVEY OF LINGUISTICS DEPARTMENTS AND PROGRAMS

Institution City, state

Name of department, program or committee

Name of person responding to questionnaire

Degrees offered in linguistics: None ak or BS MA o MS PhD

Other (specify)

iNSTRUCTIONS

Please answer all questions only with regard to the linguistics staff in your depart-
ment or program. For example, if you are responding for a department of English,
please omit faculty members who teach only literature courses; if you are responding
for a department of Linguistics aml Foreign Languages include any ne who can teach at
least one court;e in any area of linguistics, including the linguistics of a specific
lauguage, e.g. History of English or Structure of French..

Please answer questions with regard to the 1.972-73 academic year unless otherwise
specified.

I. STAFF

1. Please indicate the number of full-time and part-time faculty linguists at each
rank in your department or program this term.

RANK

FULL-TIME FACULTY PART-TIME FACULTY
Less
or its
MEN

i

than PhD!
e uiv 1

WOMEN

With PhD
or its equiv

Less
or its

MEN

than PhD
equiv

WOMEN

With
or its

MEN

PhD
equiv

WOMENMEN WOMEN
Instructor
Lecturer
Asst Prof
Assoc Prof
Full Prof

2. Are there any other (non-faculty) linguists holding paid appointments in your
departm,-at or program (e.g. as research associates, post-doctorals, etc.)?

Yes No. If "-' how many?

3. Pleare indicate hol. :ull-tima and part-time faculty linguists at each rank
in your department or program are members of the American racial or ethnic
minority grollps listed below.

RANK

FULL-TIME PART-TTME
1;1ack Spanish

speaking
Asian Native

Amer.
Black Spanish

speaking
Asian Native

Amer.
Instructor
Lecturer
Asst Prof
Assoc Prof
Full Prc,,
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4. How many of the linguists in your.department or program hold tenure?

a. Men Women

b. _1 those who hold tenure, how many are members of minurity groups as defined in
question 3 above?

5. Please indicate for the full-time faculty members in your department or program who
teach at least one course in linguistics the number at each rank within the following
salary ranges, assuming a salary based on a nine or ten month year. Then indicate in
parentheses in the appropriate boxes the number in each catego.ry who are members of
minority groups (as defined in question 3 above).

SMARY RANGE

1 MEN WOMEN
Hist Lect Asst

Prof
Assoc
Prof

Full
Prof

Inst Lect Asst
Prof

Assoc
Prof

Full
Prof

less than $8,0001
$8,001-$9,000 -1

$9,001-Sl0.000 1

$10,001-$11 000 1 .

$11,001-S12,000
$12,001-$13,000
$13,001-$14,000
$14,001-S15,000
$15,001-$16,000
$16,001-$17,000
$17,001-S18,003

$18,001-S20,000
$20,001-S22,000
$22,001-$25,000
$25,001-$30,000
more than s3o,cloci

6. Approximately what percentage of your linguistics faculty salary budget comes from
each of the following sources:

?:;eneral university or college funus
Federal grants and contracts
Other (please describe)
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How many of these degrees .(the total conferred from 1967-68 to 1971772) were
awarded to members of minority groups (as defined in questibn 20 Above)?

MA or MS
Blacks Asians Spanish-speaking Native Americans

PhD
_I

27. Approximately how many advanced linguistics degrees do you expect to award in
each of the next three years?

11972-73 1973-74 1974-75
MA' or MS
PhD

L

-.28. What are your enrollment plans for graduate linguistics degrees during 1973-74?
Do you plan to:

expand enrollment. By how many for MA/MS for PhD
maintain current levels for MA/MS for PhD
decrease enrollment. By how many for MA/MS for PhD

29. a considering the last two years, how many of your MA/MS linguistics graduates:

Men Women-1
-I

have remained in graduate school
are employed in linguistics r related V-Ids
are employed otherwise
are not employed
unknown

b. Considering the last two years, how many 5-c". your PhD linguistics graduates:

Men . Women,
are employed in linguistics or relr:f. iields
are employed otherwise
are not employed
unknown

30. In which, if any, areas of specialization (e.g. phonology, theoreticar linguis-
tics, Romance linguistics, etc.) have your students experienced difficulty in
finding jobs in the last two years?

31. In which, if auy, areas of specialization have your students experienced little
or n, lifliculty in finding jobs in the last two years?

3 . Have your women students had greater difficulty in finding jobs than men of
comparable qualifications?

33. a What is your policy on hiring PhD's graduated i*om your own department?

They are never hired.
They are hired only under special circumstances.
There is no departmental policy on this. subject.
Other (please describe)

b. How many of your own PhD's are currently on the faculty in your department
or program? No. of men No. of women

LINGUISTIC SOCIETY OF AMERICA 1611 N. Kent Street Arlington, Virginia 22209
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iT. C:I:AT=fl: 1.1::(;CTSTTCS ENT:OLLMENT

NOTE: 1 i r!enJ;rtv:ent or pre,;am ()fief!: oni: or mol;c degrees in somy field with a
in li7ignir!i,:!;, r I LCS i,;elf (o.g. a

or P1:1) a:!!1.ra:,o1ny co::c..ati;icion in linguictics), chec1(

. Naz.,.. the field() and diTre,..(s)

tne Yitl! lo:Lce LAI Ihat. d:T.ree(r); i.e. it appro-
priac, rc..nd a "avn.nz.:2d lit t ic derv" as referring to a degree

a C...)!1;._(; ;11

19. P1c:Is- indLcate rin..:her of students enrolled for an advarcetl
yc.nr or proi,:.nm o!- frill 1972.

:% -7 ror PLP

L'.! 1 - ! ' -t;LIC
Enrol.ftient for dissevtatin

Par t- :' In resiLience in al. it:a

20. 077 )9, i-lany arc tlembers of Lho
at-naLc gn,nps listcd 1.c1ow?

; Na Live Amcrican!.:

21. enrollment f 0,:reos n yonr
or p i. ::,11 1970: in fan 1 f.)(.:1?
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7. How m.iny linguints were hired for 1,err::Inent 1:ull-time positions in your jepartment
or proram between SepterAler 19O7 Atq;ust ly72 at each rank? U.y peraiient we
mean other than as a te,-:porary rcpiacol!:eat. for regular faculty Please
spe,:ify the areas of spetialization (e.g. anthropolo).;ical
lin;;uistics, phonoloy, ind tl:e year each person was hired.

--
__I M,:ni 1-:=7.-','n 0 Areas of s2...clalization flYcAr hired
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with c.oIleagues

(pleoae de:;cribe)

yJa .1ifficulLy Ea a eilLal;fied per4o,1 co fill any .)f. these
Yes No. fr. 17:;, >7.)ecify the area Jr

iiI4 and 1::y you cons11,::: relv.!at ro C:e

havo .aay fulLtime po:ition in liaruiscics this
term? Yes Ft IFS, ?ieao rh,, Ark!.t

azy cnr'itions you con:EL!or relevant to its rot Laving
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dep7.1u.,:mts Q: nt your i:Istitntion
or 1.lijLvs?

yonr 71.-.iji,rini; in

of tht.!:.1 c.re ;;roap
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Appendix B

Uncomaonly Taught Languages Being Tauaht at PSI/Washington in FY '73

LANGUAGE No. of linguists No. of instructors No. of students

Afrikaans 1 1 1

Arabic (Eastern) 1 4 9

Arabic (Western) 1 2 7

Bengali 1 1 1

Bulgarian 1 1 1

Burmese 1 3 8

Cambodian 1 10 39

Chinese (Standard) 1 3 20

Cze'_h 1 2 2

Danish 1 -', 5

Dari 1 1 8

Dutch 1 2 14

Farsi (Iranian Per:;ian) 1 2 8

Finnish 1 1 4

Greek 1 2 4

Hebrew 1 8 49

Hindi 1 2 3

Hungarian 1 2 3

Indonesian 1 2 7

Japani:se 1 4 10

Korean 1 3 8

Lao 1 9 43

Malay 1 1 2

Norwegian 1 2 15

Nepali 1 1 1

Polish 1 2 8

Portuguese 1 4 12

Romanian 1 1 3

Serbo-Croal:ian 1 3 12

Swerash 1 1 5

Tagalog 1 1 1

Tamil 1 1 1

Thai 1 5 10

Turkish 1 7 23

Urdu 1 1 2

Vietnamese 1 2 3

Each 3inguist nnrynally supervises fro::: 1 to 3 languages.
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Uncommonly Taught Languages Which Were Taught at FSI/Washington in FY '72.

LANGUAGE No. of linguists No. of instructors No. of students

Afrikaans 1 2 5
Anharic 1 2 7
Arabic (Eastern) 1 3 25
Arabic (Western) 1 2 5
Bengali

. 1 1 2
Bulgarian 1 1 3
Burmese 1 3 12
Cambodian 1 5 20
Chinese (Standara) 1 3 30
Czech 1 1 5
Danish 1 2 6
Dari (Afghan Pelf:ian) 1 2 7
Dutch 1 2 16
Farsi (Tri-ulian n:)rsian) 1 1 7
Finnish 1 2 8
Greek 1 3 13
Hebrew 1 4 44
Hindi 1 1 2
Hungarian 1 1 1
Indonesian 1 2 16
Japanese 1 2 18
Korean 1 2 17
Lao 1 6 85
Nepali 1 1 1
Norgian 1 1 8
Polish 1 2 9
Portugueso 2 6 109
Roma.nian 1 1 8
Serbo-Croatian 1 3 23
Slovenian 1 1 2
Swahili 1 2 3
Swedish 1 1 13
Tagalog 1 1 1
Thai 1 4 39
Turkish 1 5 16
Urdu 1 1 1
Vietnamese 6 18 242

Some instructors worked full time, others part time; some worked the full fiscal year,
others did not. lash linguist supervised from 1 to 3 languages.
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Uncommonly Taught Languages Which Were Taught at FSI, Washington in FY '68.

Arabic (Eastern) Japanese

Bengali Korean

Bulgarian Lao

Burnese Farsi

Cambodian Polish

Chinese (Standard Portuguese

Czech Serbo-Croatian

Finnish Swahili

Greek Thai

Hindi Turkish

Hungarian Urdu .

Indonesian Vietnamese

Vietmanwas su..lervis-:d by 7 linguists; each of the others was supervised

by only one.
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Appendix C

The Summer Institute of Linguistics

The Summer Institute of Linguistics is an international volunteer organiza-

tion. It is non-sectarianbut the motivation of its members "definitely in-
cludes a strong spiritual component, the task is linguistics, although also
influenced by the motivation as in the inclusion of Bible translation."
(Dr. Frenk Robbins, Vice President for Academic Affairs in a letter to the
Manpower Survey).

According to an SIL publication, "The Summer Tnstitute of Linguistics, Inc."

"The Summer institute of Linguistics has as its goal the study of the lan-
gnages of the world's aboriginal groups, and the preservation of a record of
these languages for lingeistic science. The linguistic studies include
phonological. and grammatical analyses, dictionaries, and compilation of ex-
tensive teate includin g. folklore, songs, autobiographies, and descriptions of

Uulture.

"SIL is also conceened with the practical applicatior of its linguistic
findings in helping speaL.ers of these languages. For each language a prac-
Veal alphabet, materiel for teaching, reading and writing, a small litera-
ture, and materials for iek1n3 the transition from the mother tongue to the
national language are prepared. In general, publications are in diglot in
Order to facilitate 1earnire.4 of tlhe national language.

"SIL Provides linguistic training for those interested in working toward

these goals. Its linguistic field work is undertaken in cooperation with
governmental and educational agencies of each country. In many places addi-
tional programs of heelih, agriculture, and cormlunity develoLment are under-

taken."

"The Summer Institute of Linguistics is developing plans to assure that
research is done in all of the remaining minority languages of the world and
that literature is prepered to provide a bridge to literacy in a national
languege wherever that need exists. That does not mean that SIL plans to do

all that. Wherever some other resource is available or potential, SIL will
seek to encourage that. SIL will seek to make provisions for the research
and literature preparations, however, wherever there is no other alternative.

A survey is under wzty ... and we hope by 1985 to have an overall plan
and schedule for at least getting research underway in all of the languages.
Increasinely we hope to encourage third world citizens and speakers of minor-
ity l'auguages to get linguistic training for the purpose of research and
ditorature prc,paration in their areas." (letter from Lr. Robbins)

The SIL has a central administrative staff of linguists and a board of
direetors, end 20 fild branches in different countries. It has an inter-
baticnal consultant group, and each branch has its own consultation staff;
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Many, although not all the consultants hold advanced degrees in linguistics.
Members of the SIL, of whom there are currently about 3000, normally work in
the field, living among speakers of the language they are assigned to study.
Mombers have a minimum of 20 semester hours of courscwork in linguistics and
anthropology.

The SIL also operates sessions of linguistics and applied anthropology
i7ourses each summer (except for one program during the academic year) taught
by linguists assisted by teaching assistants. Two or three faculty members
are regular employees of secular universities but the rest are under SIL
assignment; many are on detail from the field where they usually work. Most
of the faculty members hold doctorates in linguistics or cathronology and
Most arc SIL m:..,mers. A few non-members teach SIL courses by invitation, but
the sin cannot nay salaries. Dr. Robbins estimates that 12,000 people have
reteived SIL tn including SIL members not engaged in linguistic work
(e.g., pilots, builders). He anticipates training un to GOO annually in the
five U. S. schools during the next five years. There are other schools abroad,
Eand he anticinates increasing activity in preparing citizens of third world
Countries to participate in linguistic research in the languages of their cr::n
COuntries o the !-:anoower Survey).

A listing of SIL linguists prepared for the World Directory of Linguists
includes 899 United Staes citizenn, 38.with the Ph.D., 93 with an M.A. or M.S.,
and 7C., others. Fifty-four work in North America, the remainder in oer
countries.

Most SIL me7bern are resnonsible for raising funds from nrivate sours c'or

their own support, although occasionally -Bey receive federal grants o
tracts for snecific nrojeots. SIL students are eligible for normal yo ment
or univexsity assistance for their courses, which are part of the regul-o uni-
Versity curriculum at the institations with which the SIL schools are aCi'ilia-
.ted. SIL as an oroanination recnves foundation and government grants but
those sources constitute a small nronortion of the total support of
work. (Dr. Rohbins' letter to the Man)ower Survey).

A recent SIL biblioranhy shows three types of materiala: works on genere !
linguistics, articles and monograohn on specific languages, and educational
Materials in specific languages. Work on linguistics theory, according to,
their publications, nmnhasi.zes Leci.niques of phonetic transcription, alphabet
analysis, grammatical description and dictionary making. Work done by the
ilembers in specific languages under study includes alphabet design, prepara-
tion of literature, design of materials and methods to teach literacy and
foundational education in the speakers' native language and the national lan-
guage of their country, training literacy teachers, Bible translation, devel-
bpment of cultural information, and comounity develoPment work.

In 1973 SIL members were working with about 550 languages in 23 countries.
;All were minority group languages, most unwritten.
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Appendix D

List of Ta.lcs Contained in this Report
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II THE CHARACTERTSTICS OF LTNGUISTS

The Work Force: General Characteristics

2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.10

2.31
2.12
2.13
2.34
2.15
2.16
2.17
2.18
2.19
2.20
2.L1
2.22
2.23
2.24
2.25
2.26

Linguists
Linguists
Linguists
Linguists
Linguists
Linguists
Linguists
Linguists:

in the work force: Age, 1973
in the work force: Age, 1970
in the work force: Age and LSA membership, 1970
in the work force: Sex and marital status, 1973
in the work force: Sex, 1970
in tne work force: Degree level, 1973
in the work force: Highest degree, 1970

ajor subject of PhD by year of receipt, 1973

7

Linguists: Major subject of highest degree, by year of receipt, 1970
PhD's conferred in-linguistics: Field of baccalaureate by year of
doctorate
Linguists in the work force: Professional identification, 1973
Employed linguists: Professional identification by type of emoloyer, 1970
Linguists in the work force: Areas of specialization (broad), 1973
Linguists in the work force: Areas of specialization (narrow) , 1973
Linguists in the work force: Foreign language specialization, 1973
Linguists in the work force: Research subjects (broad), 1973

the work (narrow) , 1973
the work as research subject, 1973

Type of
Type of
Type of
Primery

Linguists in
Linguists in
Linguists:
Lin gui s ts

Linguist:
LinguisLs:

force: Research subjects
force: Foreign, languages

employer, 1973
employer, 1970
emp1c7c;:, 1964-1970
am: secondary work activity, 1973

Annual salary of fnll-time employed linguists (9-10 month year) , 1973
Annual salary of full-time employed linguists (11-12 month year) , 1973
Annue.1 salary of full-tim employed linguists by year of receipt of PhD, 1:973
Annual salaries of full-time employed linguists, 1964-70 by highest degree,
type of employer, and work activity

The Academic Wo7-:k Forers 46

2.27 Linguists: Type of academio employer (by highest linguistics degree
offered) , 1973

2.28 Linguists: Type of academic employer (by highest linguistics degree
offered), 1966-1972

2.29 Academically employed linguists: Degree level, 1973
2.30 Academically employed linguists: Highest degree, 1970
2.31 Academically employed linguists: Institution of employment by institution

of doctorate, 1970
Academically employed linguists: Primary and secondary work activity, 19732.32

2.33
2.34

2.35

Academically employed linguists:
Linguists: Academic department
Academically employed linguists:
1966-1972

2.36 Academically employed linguists:
2.37 Academically employed linguists:

of employment, 1973
2.38 Academically employed linguists:

percentage, 1973

Primary work activity, 1970
of employment, 1973
Employment in linguistics departments,
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2.39 Academically emnloyed linguists: Rank, 1971-72
2.40 Academically emoloyed linguists: Rank by full vs. part-time status, 1970
2.41 Percentage of linguists at eadh academic rank without PhD, 1970 and 1973
2.42 Academic rank of linguists without PhD, 1970 and 1973'
2.43 Academically employed linguists: Anaual salary by rank and highest

degree (PhD vs. non-PhD), 1973
2.44 Acadomiaally emnloyed linguists: Median salary by rank, 1973
2.45 Median annual salary of college and university teachers, by field,

salary base and academic rank, 1970

The Non-Academic Work Forco 63

2.46
2.47
2.48
2.49

Linguists employed by non-academic- institutions: Type of employer, 1973
Linguists
Linguists

emnloyed by
employed by

non-academic
non-academic

institutions:
institutions,

Type of employer,
1964-1970

1970

Academic vs. non-academic employment: Comparison by deg,a-.. level
of.employees

2.50 Linguists employed by non-academic institutions: Areas
1973

non-academic2.51 institutions: Subfiol.! by type nf

2.52 Subfield of non-academically employed linguists: Comparison with all

2.53 Linguists employed hy non-academic institutions: Professional identification
by type of employer, 1973

2.54 Linguists employed by non-academic institutions: Professional identification

2.55
IEtEn(15EK17:-

academic institutions: Primary work activity by

2.56 Linguists employed by non-academic institutions: Primary wo:6; activity, 1970
2.57 Lingniuts employed by non-academic institutions: Primary work activity by

type of employer, 1970
Linguj.sts employed by non-academic institutions: Annual salary by type
of employer, 1970

2.59 Academic vs. non-academic employment: Comparison of median annual salaries,
1970 and 1973

Linguistics PhD's: Linguistics Graduate Students

2.60 LinguisLics graduate students:
2.61 Linguistics graduate studnts:

Citizenship of linguistics PhD
2.63 Linguistics PhD's: median age

marital status and citiaenship
2.64 Linguistics graduate students:

degrees, by degree sought, 1973
2.65 Linguistion graduate studonts:
2.66 Linguistics graduate students:

sought, 1973
2.67 Linguistics graduate students:
2.68 Linguistics graduate students:

type

86

Department of enrollment by degree sought
Institution of enrollment
recipients, 1963-1971.
at time o doctorate, 1963-71, by sex,

Major subject of master's and bachelor's

Special interests by degree sought, 1973
Subject of original research by degree

Society membership by degree sought, 1973
Financial assistance by type of support and

of academic institution attended, 1973
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2.69 Linguistics graduate students:
support and degree sought, 1973

2.70. Linguistics graduate students:
2.71 Linguistics graduate students:

by degree sought
2.72 Linguistics graduate

Financial assistance by type of

Teaching ,r-sponsibilities, 1973
Expected date of job ma/ket entry

students: Fields in which employment will be
sought, in percentages by year of job market entry

III. 111): JOB NARKET: SUPPLY AND DEMAND

Enrollment and De-rees in Linouistics 105

3.1 Organization of linguistics departments and programs, 1963-1972
3.2 Number of institutions offering each linguistics degree, 1963-1972
3.3 Number of institutions conferring linguistics degrees, 1956-1971
3.4 Location of institutions offering PhD and Master's degree in

linguistics, 1963-1972
3.5 Enro::Iment for advanced degrees in linguistics, 1960-1971
3.6 Graduate enrollment in responding linguistics departments and

programs, 1967-1972
3.7 Dcgratls conferred in linguistics, 1955-1971, by level
3.8 Numar of linguistics PhPs, 1963-1974
3.9 Major producers of PhD's in linguistics, 1967-1971
3.10 Enrollment in introductory courses in linguistics in responding

institutions, 1967, 1970, 1972, estimated 1973

Supply and D:-.mnd 121

3.11 Net increases in doctoral work force, 1973-1983, based on
minimum and maximum projections of doctorates

3.12 Lineuistics graduate students: expected datc of labor market
ertry, as of March, 1973

3.13 Employer type of doctoral linguists hire, 1970-1973
3.14 Positions gained as 1crcentage of total staff in linguistics

departments and programs, 1967-1972
3.15 Positions gained vs. turnover in linguistics departments and

programs, 1967-1972
3.16 Rank of linguists hired by linguistics departments and programs,

1967-1972
3.17 Areas of specialization of linguists hired by linguistics depart-

ments and programs, 1967-1972
3.18 Foreign language specialists hired by linguistics departments and

programs, 1967-1972
3.19 Sources oE funds for academic linguistics positions, 1973
3.20 Number of linguists receiving federal support by source, 1970
3.21 Federal funds for linguistics research, by agency, 1968-1973.
3.22 Net increase predicted in linguistics faculty, 1973-74
3.23 Net increase predicted ir linguistics faculty, 1972-1977
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Career Preferences 146

3.24 Preferred employer type of linguists and linguistics graduate
students, 1973

3.25 Prefrrod working specialties of linguists and linguistics
graduate students by degree level or degree sought, 1973

III TEE JOB MEKET: SUPPLY AND DEMAND

Unemplovrnnt d Underemployment 150

3.26 Unemployment rates of linguists, 1970 and 1971
3.27 111::mploynt cud uuderemploymtntt of linguists, 1973
3.2S Postdoctoral plans of linguistics PhD's, 1963-1971

Placement_ 158
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faculty momhers, 3967-1972
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academic pnsitions, 19704973

IV L1NC111 AnA !:TUDTES, al) 71TP. UNC0'.7771NLY 7AUGHT LANCPACES

The Uncer-nlv Tniedit Lauenal,e,, 164

4.1 Estir..ntc.d 'Nf.',1er or Lapgur-.7 nnd Area Spcinlists by Uorld Area, 1971
4.2 ToLai Enrollments in Sclot! Languages Accordin to MLA Surveys,

1958-1970
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Lambert Survey, 1970
4.4 Estirvoed Lange-..g Aren Specialists, Conrses and Students

by orld Area and Discipline, 1971
4.5 Estimited Languay:e. Specialists, Graduates, and Current Students,

by World Aron, 1971
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4.7 Disciplinc of Lambert Survey Specialists, by orld Area
4.8 Disciplinary Distribution of NDFL Applicant Prograt.: Courses,
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4.11 Advanced as Percent of All Language-Related Courses in NDFL Applicant
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4.14 Net Work Force Increases at Doctoral Level for Linguists in
Uncm,aonly Taught Languages, 1972-1983
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by Language, 1971
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Minority Croup Students 216
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1967-1972

6.3 Minority group members as percentage of linguistics faculty, by
rank, 1973

VII WOMI7,;; IN LINf:L1STICS

Women in Li:,euistics 226
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7.3 Enrollment and admissions of 1inguist:1.es graduate students, by

sex, 1972-73
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7.19 Preferred work activity of linguists in the work force, by sex,
1973
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